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Abstract: The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FLIS) for the Ashley
National Forest Land and Resource lianagement Plan displays ten alternatives
which were developed and evaluated in the analysis process. The Ashley
National Forest includes 1,384,699 acres of National Forest lands in north-
eastern Utah and southwestern Wyoming. The alternatives are: (A) Current
Program, (B) Coordinated Resources, ?C) Market Opportunities, (D} Non-Market
Opportunities, (E) RPA 80 Program, (F) Current Budget, (&) Reduced Budget,
(H) Livestock-Timber Emphasis, (I) Accelerated Harvest; and (J) Balanced
Resource Management,

Alternative J 1s the Forest Service preferred alternative and is the proposed
action used to develop the Forest Land and Rescurce Management Plan. The
Forest Plan will guide the management of the Ashley National Forest for this
and the next four decades. The Plan will be revised on a ten year cycle or
at least every fifteen years.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement was made available to Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) and the public on July 16, 1985,
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SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

Forest Planning requires two major documents. The first document is the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) which explores a range of alternatives
for management of a Mational Forest. The second document is the Forest Plan
which 1s the preferred alternaiive identified in the EIS. The Forest Plan
explains in detail the management direction the Ashley National Forest
intends to take for the next 10-15 years.

This summary briefly outlines the content of the Environmental Statement.
For nmove detailed analysis and understanding, refer to the desired sections.

A glossary of terms used in the FEIS and Forest Plan is included in Appendix
F to aid reviewers in understanding the content of both documents.

The Final Environmental Impact Statement {FEIS) discusses the ten alterna-
tives developed 1n preparation of the proposed Land and Resource Management
Plan {Forest Plan) for the Ashley National Forest, The Forest Plan provides
direction for the next 10 years or until revised and it was developed based
on analysis using a time period of 150 years. Analysis information has been
displayed in the EIS for a 50 year time period the use of the term "planning
period” is used interchangeably for the 10, 50, and 150 year time periods

as defined in the Glossary. The environment to be affected and the
environmental consequences of implementing each alternative are also
discussed in the EIS. The EIS was published in draft form for public reviews
and comment. Subsequently, a final EIS and Forest Plan which responds to the
comments of the public was prepared.

The Ashley National Forest contains a portion of the High Uintas Wilderness
which was formally established by the 98th Congress and signed into Law by
the President in 1984, Basically the legislation provided for designation of
certain lands for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System
and for the release of other lands for multiple use management.

CHAPTER | - PURPOSE AND NEED

The Ashley National Forest manages mountain lands located in Northeastern
Utah and Southwestern Wyoming that occur in three major geographical areas:

-The eastern portion of the Uinta Mountains.

-The southwest portion of Wyoming in the Green River Basin.
-The Tavaputs Plateau area south of Duchesne, Utah.
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Planning is conducted under the authority of the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield
Act of 1960, and the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Rescurces Planning Act
(RPA) of 1974, as amended by the National Fcrest Management Act (NFMA) of
1976. Assessment of the environmental consequences of the alternatives
considered in the development of the Fcrest Plan is done in conformance with
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and implementing
regulations (40 CFR 1500 - 1508).

The scope of the issues and concerns to be addressed in the Forest Plan and
FEIS were identified from comments solicited through individual and group
contacts, written responses, and from the Forest Service Staff. The comments
were analyzed and condensed into 13 planning issues.

The issues are an integral part of the planning process. They are linked to
the development and evaluation of the aiternatives. All issues are addressed
in one or more alternatives. The resolution of planning issues by each
alternative is displayed in Chapter II of the FEIS.

CHAPTER Il - ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Ten alternatives for managing the lands and resources of the Ashley National
Forest were evaluated in detail. Various combinations of prescriptions are
used to build and analyze alternatives and more descriptive explanation is
included in Chapter II. A brief description of each follows:

Alternative Alternative Emphasis Benefit* Cost*

A Current Mgt. "No Action" alternative represents a 765.9 237.0
Direction a continuation of the current program,

B Coordinated This alternative is designed to salvage 819.1 315.5
Resource and utilize beetle-killed lodgepole and

ponderosa pine by accelerating timber
harvest during the first two decades;
to increase heavy maintenance in deve-
loped recreation sites; and to maintain
low to moderate wildlife and livestock
improvement programs.

€ Market This alternative emphasizes conmodity 844.1 347.1
Opportunities preduction such as timber, livestock
forage, and developed recreation.

D Non Market This alternative emphasizes nonmarket 793.8 259.0
services such as dispersed recreation,
wildlife, and water.

E 1980 RPA This alternative is designed to meet 829.3 307.6
Program RPA 80 output targets.

*Present Value Benefii/Cost which is an indication of outputs and cost for
resources valued at 4% discount rate for 150 years in MM§.
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Alternative

Alternative Emphasis Benefit*

Cost*

F

H

Current Budget

Reduced Budget

Livestock-
Timber

Accelerated
Harvest

Balanced
Resource
Management

(Preferred
Alternative)

This alternative is designed to deter-
mine what level of goods and service
could be produced based on present
level budgets.

This alternative is designed to deter-
mine the level of goods and services
that could be produced if budget levels
were reduced 25 percent from the past
10 year average.

This alternative is designed to deter-
mine the feasibility of meeting draft
RPA 85 Alternative 9 targets for timber
and grazing.

This alternative is designed to accele-
rate saivage and utilization of beetle
killed timber tc a higher level than B.

This alternative is designed to sal- 822.1
vage beetle killed pine where practi-
cal while maintaining approximately
the recent commodity outputs, giving
special emphasis to recreation and
wildlife resources. Constraints
relating to certain management
practices have been applied during
the first planning pericd for such
things as restrictijon of new road
construction in various areas.

645.5 163.2

657.3 178.8

§47.6 313.7

892.4 353.9

285.8

*Present Vatue Benefit/Cost which is an indication of outputs and cost for

resources valued at 4% discount rate fer 150 years in MM§.
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CHAPTER lll - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This is a summary of the chapter that describes the current condition of each
resource and the environment to be created or affected by implementing any of
the alternatives. The future demand for forest resources and the ahility to
supply that demand are summarized. Information in this chapter was drawn
primarily from the Analysis of the Management Situation (AMS) prepared in
1982 and amended in 1984.

1.

(A
.

Recreation Overview - Current Situation

The Ashley National Forest is popular for providing opportunities for
recreation. In 1980, this forest provided recreational use of about
1,600,000 visitor days.

The Forest is Tccated close to nationally recognized areas such as
Dinosaur National Monument and is located on scenic Highway 191 that
ties together Yellowstone Naticnal Park in Wyoming and several National
Parks 1n Utah. In addition, the Forest contains Flaming Gorge National
Recreation Area and a portion of the High Uintas Wilderrness. Other
areas with existing or proposed formal classifications exist on the
forest such as Sheep Creek Geological Area, Green River Wild and Scenic
River, and Littie Hole and Fish Creek National Recreation trails. With
the complete development of proposed Central Utah Project reservoirs,
the Forest will contain more "Flat Water" than any other Forest in the
Intermountain Region.

Developed st1tes on the Forest are an important element in the recreation
program because of their importance for visitors wishing to camp as well
as their importance as the focal point for discussed uses such as
hiking, backpacking, fishing, boating and swirmming. At present, the
existing developed facilities will be used at capacity sometime between
1990-1995, and possibly sooner.

Dispersed recreation use is considered to be all use outside of devel-
oped sites. Driving for pleasure, camping, fishing, hunting, hiking,
and gathering fuelwood are among the most popular activities on this
Forest. MWinter sports activities such as snowmobiling and cross country
skiing are gaining in popularity.

The Forest has a current total of about 700 miles of trails with some
opportunities to expand the trail system. The existing system is in
need of heavy maintenance, trailheads to facilitate trail system users
are needed in some areas, and the signing of all trails needs to be
updated.

Wilderness QOverview - Current Situation

The 98th Congress designated the High Uinta Wilderness {containing
460,000 acres) for inclusion in the Mational Wilderness Preservation
system and released National Forest Roadless areas to multiple uses
other than Wilderness.
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A major portion of this Wilderness js located on the Ashley National
Forest and the remainder of the area is on the Wasatch-Cache National
Forest.

Wildlife and Fish Overview - Current Situation

o

The Ashiey National Forest has & wide diversity of fish and wildlife
species, some with special habitat needs. An estimated 437 species of
fish, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals inhabit the Ashley
National Forest (31 species of fish, 8 species of amphibians, 21 species
of reptiles, 289 species of birds, and 88 species of mammals). The
Forest contains severai distinct habitats that are important to
differing groups of wildlife species. Even with many overlaps between
habitat and wildlife present, there are specific habitat renuirements
for most of the groups. Wildlife populations are proportional to the
quantity and quality of the habitat.

Range Overview - Current Situation

The Ashley National Forest provides grazing for approximately 12,500
cattle and 29,000 sheep for a total of about 75,000 Animal Unit Months
(AUM's) each year. Livestock grazing takes place mostly during the
summer months (June-September). Some exceptions are found on the South
Unit of the Duchesne District and on the Flaming Gorge National
Recreation Area (FGNRA). There are now 84 Tivestock grazing allotments
and 5 recreational stock allotments administered by the Forest.
Portions of the Flaming Gorge District (all of the NRA in Wyoming and
GosTin Mountain Allotment in Utah) are administered by the Bureau of
Land Management under cooperative agreements. Currently, Forest Service
grazing permits are held by 130 permittees.

At the present time, about 84% of the Ashley's 1,384,659 acres are
within permitted Tivestock aliotments. The amount of suitable acres
varies with the designated class of livestock. Currently, there are
455,285 acres on the Forest suitable for livestock grazing, but 19,115
of those suitable acres are closed to livestock use to protect other
resources, If the Forest permits were converted to cattle only, the
number of suitable acres would drop to about 306,000 acres. On the
other hand, if the Forest permits were converted to sheep only, the
number of suitable acres would rise to about 676,000 acres.

Timber Overview - Current Situation

This Forest has 512,578 acres of commercial timber stands comprised of
Douglas-fir, ponderosa pine, lodgepole pine, Engelmann spruce, subalpine
fir, and aspen.

Lodgepole pine covers about 240,263 acres and its high susceptibil ity to
attack by mountain pine beetle has resulted in an epidemic situation
which has Teft the majority of the lodgepole and ponderosa pine stands
dead.
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As a consequence, the existing composition of age groups, live and dead
etc., has been changed drastically and the Forest capability to produce
various products has changed with shifting product demands.

The interest in fuelwood on the Forest has grown rapidly and there has
been recent interest in somewhat speculative new uses of wood products.
Current direction, as identified 1n the AMS, is to harvest the old
growth, beetle-killed and susceptible lodgepole pine first. There has
also been new interest in expanding timber management activities 1n
ponderosa pine to reduce its susceptibility to mountain pine beetle.

Water Overview - Current Situation

The entire 1.38 million acres of the Ashley National Forest is available
for contributing water to streams, rivers, lakes, and reservoirs. The
Ashley delivers approximately one million acre feet of water annually to
streamiiow and contributes a large, but unmeasured quantity, of water to
groundwater aquifers.

StreamfTow is transported from the Forest throughout the year by 687
miies of perennial streams that are tributary to the Colorado River
System.

The municipal watersheds of the Ashley Valley and other small towns in
the Uintah Basin are located on the Forest. In addition, increased
demands for water on the Wasatch Front and in the Colorado River Basin
will heavily impact the Forest.

Such demands may require a more rapid 1mplementation of watershed
improvements or may change priorities. The springs and drainages that
produce water will be considered high value and pressures to eliminate
all activities that might cause reduction in water quality will be high.

Minerals Overview - Current Situation

Minerals exploration and development activities are directly related to
the interest generated by the general public and industry. Management
of this resource is responsive to these public interests along with
industry interest in coordination with various other public agencies and
resources. For these reasons, the minerals resource poses programming
and scheduling probiems that are not common with management of other
resources. In accordance with the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act (FLPMA) of 1976, the Forest Service must consider that all National
Forest system lands are available for mineral exploration and
development unless they are withdrawn from mineral entry and leasing.
The total area within the Forest boundary is 1,405,609 acres. Approxi-
mately 20,910 acres of this area is state and private. This leaves
1,384,699 acres available for leasing, subject to the constraints
identified in Chapter IV and Appendix I of the FEIS .,

Currently, the BLM has issued 236 oil and gas leases on the Forest, for
a total of 517,628 acres, with 72 leases st11! pending on 250,615 acres.
For locatable minerals, there are 140 claimants and S12 claims. There
are 7 applications for phosphate prospecting on a total of 32,706 acres.
Other Teases and lease applications exist for other minerals and energy
resources and can be found in more detail in Chapter I.
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CHAPTER IV - ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Direct and Indirect Environmental Effects

This is a summary of the chapter about direct and indirect environmental
effects or consequences. Environmental consequences are the anticipated
effects of applying management practices to land areas. Consequences vary
for each alternative because different mixes of practices produce different
levels of resource outputs.

Environmental consequences or "effects" of implementing the alternatives are
described in physical, biological, social, and economic terms. These
consequences are both direct and indirect. Direct effects occur at the same
time and place as the initial management activity or output. Indirect
effects often result from the interaction between Forest resources and
management activities. They occur either later in time or at a different
Tocaticn, but are nevertheless foreseeable.

What follows is a summary comparison of effects of various alternat1ves by
resource element, For more detailed information, see Chapter II.

1. Recreation Overview - Environmental Effects of Alternatives

Developed recreation facilities, existing or proposed, generally will
not adversely affect other resources in any of the alternatives.
Concentration of recreation use at developed sites can create
environmental problems but with proper design, redesign, construction
and reconstruction these problems can be mitigated. The total acres
1nvolved in existing and proposed development sites is small compared
with the total Forest acreage.

In general, the developed site capacity and outputs do not vary signifi-
cantly by alternalive. Demand is constant throughout the alternatives.
The degree that we can mitigate impacts on other resources is directly
related to the Forest's ability to finance the recreation program. A
large portion of the developed capacity, existing and proposed, is
within Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area, which was established by
tegislation and which includes specific direction that provides
primarily for recreation emphasis. In addition, most dispersed
activities such as fishing, boating, floating or hiking are directiy
tied to developed recreation opportunities. For this reason, management
of developed sites on this Forest is very important.

More variation occurs for dispersed recreation between alternatives
because of the relationship to other coordinated resource activities,
Each alternative offers different degrees of management emphasis for
dispersed recreation, depending on the combination of prescriptions used
in the alternative. Dispersed recreation occurs outside of developed
s1tes and includes such activities as driving for pleasure, hiking,
boating, fishing, hunting, gathering forest products, photegraphy and
many others. All wilderness use 1s in the dispersed recreation element.
Most dispersed recreation activities are supported by developed sites
such 4¢s campgrounds, boating sites, and trailheads that provide for
overnight accommodations or staging areas for various activities since a
large portion of the users come from areas more than 100 miles away.
S-7



Dispersed recreation management philosophy remains constant 1n all
alternatives in the Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area. In nearly
all situations where conflict exists between recreation and another
resource in the NRA, it will be resolved in favor of recreation and
scenics, as required by the legislation governing the management of the
area.

Dispersed recreation that occurs in the High Uinta Wilderness, will have
a recreation use capacity that is constant for all alternatives. With
the recent formal designation of the High Uinta Wilderness, previous
estimates of demand may prove to be Tow since Wilderness designation
historically increases use. Recreation use will cause impacts on primary
access points and along major trails within the wilderness but these
impacts can be managed within the limits prescribed in the Plan.

Of all the alternatives, Alternative J has assigned large areas to
nondeveloped uses that will not permit certain types of management
activities during the first decade. Basically these Timitations pertain
to timber harvesting and associated roading activities while allowing
for many types of dispersed recreation opportunities. Alternative J,
the preferred alternative, places the highest emphasis on recreation
(dispersed and developed) and wildlife resources.

Alternatives F and G would create a situation where dispersed recreation
opportunities may decline because of the loss of development sites and
associated support facilities. Unexceptable environmental impacts would
result because of reduced recreation management budgets.

A1l alternatives except for F, G, and J require considerably more roads
and will create management challenges. The Forest anticipates that with
creatijve management, good location, and good design of roads and trails
along with the Forest Travel Plan, most environmental and social impacts
can be mitigated. 1In general terms, the Forest does not expect any
alternative to significantly effect large area closures or restrictions
different from current ones. Alternative J, however, places more
emphasis on recreation and wildlife than any other alternative. During
the first decade in alternative J, the preferred alternative, roading
for timber harvest will not occur within various areas identified on the
enclosed map of "Area Remained Undeveloped at End of First Planning
Period". ORYV use and access for valid mineral activities are permitted
where these uses can meet management objectives for the various
prescriptions assigned to the alternative.

Cultural Resources Overview - Effects of Alternatives: “"Cultural
Resources" refers interchangeably to archaeological and historic
properties. These are considered nonrenewable resources, making 1t
important to maintain their scientific, historic, and social integrity.
Governed by Tegislative mandates such as NFMA and the Antiquities Act
(including Paleontological sites), Forest Service policy is "to provide
for the identification, protection, interpretation and management of
cultural resources".
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To fulfill this cbligation, the Forest surveys, inventories, describes,
and evaluates cultural resources on a project-by-project basis to
prevent adverse effects by any undertakings which could affect
significant cultural values. Cultural resources are treated the same in
each alternative and wi1ll be managed to insure preotection of the
resource by meeting the legislative regquirements.

The alternatives that initiate higher commodity production will generate
more cultural resource surveys and quite often will accelerate this work
in the earlier decades. In the event cf significant cultural resource
discoveries, other management changes in programming and scheduling may
be required.

Visual Resource QOverview - Effects of Alternatives: Impact on the

visual resource is measured by how a given management activity meets
adopted visual quality objectives (VGOs) identified during the planning
process described in Chapter I of FEIS. The inventoried VQ0's represent
an estimate of what visitors would expect to see and what would be
acceptable in a forest landscape. The basic objective is not to have
contrasting features in the landscape created by management activities
that do not meet the adopted VQOs.

The adopted VQ0's are tied directly to the management prescriptions
selected for a given alternative and each alternative is composed of
different combinations of prescriptions. Impacts are the greatest 1in
alternatives with the most roading, timber and development and will
require the most work in mitigation for VQO's. Timing and spatial
allocations of management activities within the analysis areas are
critical in any of the alternatives and require detailed on-site design
in order to meet the YQ0's identified for each prescription.

Wilderness Qverview - Effects of Alternatives

The High Uintas Wilderness was formally designated in 1984 and is
treated uniformly in all alternatives.

Wildl1fe and Fish Overview -~ Effects of Alternatives

Three species of birds, one mammal, and one plant which may be found on
the Forest are included on the U.S. Department of Interior's Tist of
threatened and endangered species. Federal law specifies that habitat
of these species will be protected and this will be done under all
alternatives.

The Forest will be managed to maintain vegetative diversity, providing
wildlife habitat for a large variety of species. Special emphasis will
be given to habitat such as winter range, riparian zones, reproductive
areas, aquatic systems, cliffs, talus, snags, and old growth timber.

There will be intensive management of fish and wildiife habitat to
maintain viable populations of all existing vertebrate species in the
planning area and to maintain and improve habitat of management indicator
species under all alternatives. Special emphasis will be given to the
protection and management of critical habitat for threatened or



endangered species, and riparian habitat. Plant and animal diversity
will be increased by modification of existing plant communities 1in
alternatives B, C, E, K, I, and J. Alternative J, the preferred
alternative, also emphasizes wildlife management.

Range Overview - Effects of Alternatives

In all alternatives, the Forest will maintain a quality range pregram,
managed to optimize the production and use of forage on all suitable
range to the extent it is cost effective and in harmony with other
resource uses.

Rlternatives A, B, and J would continue at the current level of
investment and maintain outputs, with transitory range being available
inharvest areas where appropriate prescriptions apply. There would be a
slight output increase in alternatives E and I over alternative A.
Alternatives C and H would have high investment in forage improvement to
reduce non-forage types through treatment. Under these alternatives,
transitory range comes into use along with proper class of livestock.
Compared to the current situation, alternative D would have decreased
investments, AUM's, and range capacity; Alternatives F and G would also
have a decrease in AUM's throughout the first 5 decades with no
investment. ATternative E would have an 1increase in AUM's from current
levels,

Suitable acreage of primary range open to livestock grazing remains
constant for all alternatives.

Timber Overview - Effects of Alternatives

Overall, the immediate timber problem in the next decades for the Ashley
is the mountain pine beetle epidemic in the predominant tree species,
lodgepole and ponderosa pine. How effectively each alternative deals
with the dead tree and regeneration problem Forest-wide is reflected in
the amount of capable and available lodgepole pine and the percent of
this capable and available acreage that is harvested within 30 years.

The timber harvest level for alternative A does not change in the first
2 decades., After the second decade there would be a slight decline in
softwood timber sales offered with a compensating increase in hardwood
sales. In all alternatives, timber stands would change Trom
predominately mature/old growth to younger age classes and there would
be an increased amount of dead/down timber from beetles. Over time,
timber productivity would decrease to varying degrees due to Tow
stocking after beetle activity. Under Alternative B timber sales
offered would increase from current direction. Mature old growth and
dead stands would change to younger age classes and timber cultural
practices would increase productivity of wood fiber 1n harvested areas.
An increase over current harvest would take place in Alternative C.
Alternative D is about the same as current direction with an increase in
the number of unproductive areas because of poor stocking. Timber
harvest shows some increase in alternative E, and alternatives F and G
show a sharp decrease from current. In alternative F, a limited
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investment in Timber Stand Improvement would result i1n lower
productivity than other alternatives. Alternative H is similar to
alternative B with sales offered just below B 1n decade 4 and 5.
Alternative I is similar to alternative B after decade 1.

Alternative B, H, and I were formulated as accelerated harvest
alternatives to use dead lodgepole, requiring significant amounts of
road building. Alternative J was formulated to use dead lodgepoie
during the first decade with minimal road construction and to place more
emphasis on recreation and wildlife resources.

Soil and Water Overview -~ Effects of Alternatives

The three watershed related environmental indicators used in studying
effects of alternatives are soil productivity (essentially estimated by
on-site so1l erosion), sediment yield (a measure of how much of the
eroded soil actually gets to the streams), and water quality (a measure
of the unacceptable pollutants). Complex processes are involved in all
of these indicators.

A1l alternatives treat soil productivity uniformly since the National
Forest Management Act states that the Forest will not impair long term
so0il productivity. Any management activities that have the potential to
impair soil productivity short term will wmplement mitigating measures
to protect the soil resource.

Alternatives F and G would result 1n less water mneeting quality stan-
dards {a measurement of sediment yield and water quality) than the other
alternatives due to a lack of investment in soil and water resource
improvements. All other alternatives would increase water meeting
quality standards. All alternatives meet the required minimum State
water quality standards in the first decade. Timber harvesting
increases water yield, and investment in soil and water improvement
increases a proportionate amount of water meeting quality standards.
Alternative D would produce the Targest increase in water quality the
first decade. By the fifth decade alternatives C, E, and I would be
producing the largest amount of water meeting quality standards.

In all alternatives, through all decades, there would be an increase in
water yield. Alternative D shows the greatest increase in water
quantity for the first decade of all alternatives. By the 5th decade
alternative C produces the most water with other commodity alternatives
also producing a high level of i1ncrease. This water may or may not meet
State Water Quality Standards and is a measure of total yield over the
natural yield,

Minerals and Energy Overview - Effects of Alternatives

Before discussing the effects of alternatives upon minerals and energy,
it is necessary to understand that the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
is responsible for mineral leasing on Federal lands. By interagency
agreement, the BLM refers all applications to lease National Forest
Tands to the Forest Service for review and recommendation. The Forest
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Service then recommends to the BLM whether or not those lands should be
leased and, 1f so, what stipulations are needed to protect surface
values and uses. Although the Forest Service does not have the
authority to approve certain activities on leases, it does participate
in review of all plans of operations and makes recommendations to the
Bureau of Land Management.

Activities on permits which do not involve exploratory drilling or deve-
lopment, such as for common variety minerals, are reguiated by the
Forest Service. The Forest Service is also responsible for management
of surface resources on permits which do involve exploration drilling or
field development. Through a cooperative agreement, the BLM is
responsible for enforcement of surface protection and reclamation
requirements recommended by the Forest Service on lease areas.

In accordance with the FLPMA of 1976, the Forest Service must consider
that all National Forest system lands are available for mineral
exploration and development unless they are withdrawn from mineral entry
and leasing. The total area within the Forest boundary is 1,405,609
acres., Approximately 20,910 acres of this area is State and private.
This leaves 1,384,699 acres available for leasing subject to
requirements such as outstanding or reserved mineral rights, existing
withdrawals, and special Tegisiation for specific areas.

In special areas where prescription g (undeveloped emphasis) was applied
(see Chapter II for more detailed explanation), and in some other
sensitive areas, the Forest Service would recommend no surface occupancy
when leases come up for renewal. Special emphasis will be given to
coordination of existing and potential mineral activities and other
resources for all alternatives.

Research Natural Areas Overview: Affects of Alternatives.

Candidate Research Natural Areas

A1l alternatives treat Research Natural Areas the same since the
National Forest Management Act Regulations state that "Forest planning
shall provide for the establishment of Research Natural Areas". In
accordance with this requirement, the Forest has identified the
following areas as Candidate Research Natural Areas, and they will be
managed under prescription a.

Area Acres
Sims Peak Pothole 650
Gates of Birch Creek 240
Pollen Lake 1,025
Ashley Gorge 1,085
Shale Creek (-Uinta River) 2,925
Gilbert Creek Basin 2,645
Timber Canyon-Cow Hollow Ridge 334
Lance Canyon 110
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Air Quality Overview: Effects of Alternatives.

The entire area encompassing the Ashley National Forest is in a class 2
airshed. A1l commodity alternatives would have temporary degradation of
air quality from road construction, activities associated with timber
harvesting, and prescribed burns. No State or Federal air auality
standards would be violated over the long term by any of the
alternatives.

Fire Protection Overview: Effects of Alternative

Under all alternatives fire size and intensity will increase as beetle
killed trees fall and create "jackpots" of fuels, with fuel loading
decreasing proportionately to acres harvested. Although harvesting in
Alternatives B, C, E, H, I, and J will decrease the hazard, associated
activity will increase the risk of fire.

Land Purchase, Acquisition, and Adjustment Overview: Effects of

Alternatives

In general, the land acquisition program 1s not affected by the alterna-
tives. The Ashley National Forest does not have large or numerous
tracts of private or state Tands within the Forest boundary. Specific
land acquisition and exchange will be analyzed through the Environmental
Assessment process on a case-by-case basis. This assessment will be
made when cases arise which are advantageous to the Government,
facilitate management, are requested by the landowner or are necessary
to protect significant features.

Facilities Overview: Effects of Alternatives

Roads Overview - Effects of Alternatives

The necessary arterial/collector road system is in place on the Ashley
except for two or three areas that are not accessible by road. Each
alternative except F and G identifies a need for local road construction
or reconstruction. The construction of local roads is directly related
to the proposed volume of timber harvest. About half of these proposed
roads will be used as short-term or intermittent facilities. In all
alternatives, road clcsures would be used to protect the initial
investment and reduce maintenance costs. The alternative totals for
road construction vary from a low of 4.2 miles for alternative F to a
high of 51.4 miles for alternative . Aiternative J proposes a total of
25.8 miles of road construction and reconstruction per year.

Trails Overview - Effects of Alternatives

Effects upon the building of a new trail system would be minimal in all
alternatives. The basic arterial/collector trail system exists except
in a few situations, primarily in the High Uinta Wilderness. In some
cases the existing trail system needs to be redesigned since existing
roads parallel these trails. The original purpose or need for some
trails has changed along with public demand for certain types and
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13.

locations of trails. For example, in the Wilderness, some trails need
to be relocated to reduce damage; in other areas, trails are needed to
facilitate better management of the area. Livestock drive trails are
not used to the extent that they were 30 years ago, but are being used
by recreationist or possibly not all. Heavy maintenance and
reconstruction of the existing system is needed. Effects of the various
alternatives vary in ability to provide heavy maintenance and
reconstruction. More commodity alternatives result in less ability to
provide this project work. Alternative J, with its emphasis on
recreation and wildlife, calls for doubling the amount of investment in
the trail system compared to other alternatives. Many opportunities
exist to develop and improve a network of trails within the existing
arterial and collector system that meet a broad range of user needs and
Alternative J specifically provides for this type of management.

Structures Overview - Effects of Alternatives

These facilities are usually site specific, such as Forest Service
administrative developments including guard stations, work centers, or
communication sites. The total number or location of these facilities will
not change significantly throughout the alternatives. The primary
variable related with effects associated with these facilities has to do
with intensity of management generated by the aiternative. Some
alternatives may necessitate slight expansion or retraction of these
facilities. For the most part, proper design of these facilities can
mitigate any major impacts on various resources,

Utility Corridors Overview: Effects of Alternatives

The Ashley National Forest has analyzed existing and projected utility
and transportation needs as one of the key elements in the Forest
Planning process. These corridors do not vary in ithe effects between
alternatives.

A.  Two planning "windows" are identified. These "windows" are
critical segments of terrain through which rights-of-way could pass
in traversing the Forest.

B. Nine exclusion areas are identified. These areas prohibit
rights-of-way for lineal facilities or corridor/window designation,

C. Existing rights-of-way meeting standards for corridor designation
are identified. A corridor is defined as a l1inear strip of land
having advantages over other areas for the present or future
location of transportation or utility rights-of-way. WNote that no
new or potential corridors are identified and that existing
corridors are Timited to present widths or to minor widening.

D. Avoidance areas are identified. Avoidance areas are defined as
areas having environmental, statutory, or technological effects
that would be difficult or impossible to mitigate. This category
includes all Ashiey National Forest Tands not identified wn A, B,
or C above.

5-14



()

14,

15,

16.

Insect and Disease Qverview: Affects of Alternatives

Forest pests have a direct and significant impact on forest resources,
affecting recreation sites, causing tree mortality, and creating volume
loss in timber stands. The principal insects and diseases affecting the
Ashley National Forest are mountain pine beetle (cause of extensive
mortality in lodgepole and ponderosa pine), Ips beetles, commandra rust
and dwarf mistletoe. Range insects include grasshoppers, black grass
bugs, and Mormon crickets.

Investment in extensive control measures within campgrounds and other
development sites will be basically the same for all alternatives except
F and G, which would not provide for extensive protection at specific
sites.

Special Areas Overview: Effects of Alternatives

Approximately 811,552 acres of the Ashley National Forest are subject to
special laws, regulations, executive orders, or public land orders and
remain constant in all alternatives. These areas have specific
management requirements or restricticns which 1imit the kind and extent
of resources management activities within their boundaries. Because the
effects remain the same in all Forest activities, the special areas are
treated the same 1n all alternatives. These land areas include:

Area Acres
Administrative Sites (2) 1,433
Develaped Recreation Site (43) 11,213
Bureau of Reclamation Project Withdrawals 28,969
Reservoir Withdrawal for Colorado 228,669

River Storage Project
Power Site Classification Projects 73,332
High Uintas Wilderness 273,426
Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area 190,902
Sheep Creek Geological Area 3,608

Existing National Recreation Trails

Little Hole 7 miles
Fish Creek 6 miles

Wild and Scenic Rivers Overview: Effects of Alternatives

The Green River Study completed in 1978, Draft Environmental Statement
1979, and final in 1980, identified the Green River from Flaming Gorge
Dam to the southern boundary of the Dinosaur National Monument as an
eligible Wild and Scenic River. That portion of the Green River from
Flaming Gorge Dam to below Red Creek is within the Ashley National
Forest boundary and is approximately 12 miles in Tength. Rock Creek has
also been considered as a candidate but is currently being impacted by
the construction of Upper Stiliwater dam. This construction will change
the character of Rock Creek from the reservoir site down stream so i1t no
longer meets the criteria of free-flowing. Green River and Rock Creek
are treated the same in all alternatives.

S-15



17.

Social/Economic Effects Overview: Effects of Alternatives

The overall socio/econcmic impacts are insignificant for Ashley activ-
ities when the whole economy is considered. Alternative A would help
provide for stable workforce, employment, population and returns to the
treasury and is used as a basts for comparison of aiternatives.

A budget increase will slightly affect the local economy under alierna-
tive B since there would be an increase in employment, population, and
returns to the counties for twe decades - then a drop as harvest 1s
reduced to Non-DecTining Sustained Yield. The budget will create
indirect effects for the local economy. Changes in Recreation
Opportunity Spectrum classes will affect traditional recreation
attractiveness and activities. Alternative C would have an increase in
employment with an increased commodity output level that does not
decline thru the fifth decade. The increased budget would create an
increase in the local economic activities. There would be a need for a
high incidence of road closures to meet wildlife needs. Alternative D
would have a decrease in employment with decreased "commodity" output
levels but not significantly. Budget levels would be slightly lower in
decades 2-5 but would have no significant effect on local economy.
Alternative E is similar to current employment with an increased budget
resulting 1n 1ncreased local economic activities. Alternative F would
have reduced employment, reduced investments, but would not have a
significant effect on the local economy. Access and service roads would
be curtailed. Alternative G would have negative changes in investment,
commodity output, employment, population and returns to counties,
accumulatively the Towest of all alternatives, but still not having a
significant impact on the local economy. Alternatives H, I, and J are
similar to Alternative B.

Energy Requirements - Overview

The net energy balance (Energy yield minus energy consumption) for the
Ashley is positive in all alternatives because of the energy produced by
dams on the Green and Colorado Rivers utilizing water originating in the
Forest and, to a lesser degree, because of fuelwood extracted from the
Forest. Major components of energy consumption are recreation,
(principally transportation), and timber harvesting.

Possible Conflicts - Overview

There are several conflicts with RPA 80 direction and targets that are
jdentified in the RPA 80 alternative {E)}. These targets will be
adjusted at the regional level.

There are no known conflicts with plans of other agencies.

Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources - Overview

Irreversible commitment of resources refers to resources that are
renewable only after a long period of time (such as soil productivity),
or to ncnrenewable resources {cultural or minerals). Alternatives were
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formulated with the understanding that maintenance of future options was
an 1mportant consideration. Measures to protect those resources that
could be irreversibly affected by other resuurce uses were incorporated
in the standards and guidelines in the Forest Plan (Chapter IV).

The differences between alternative output levels and the higher levels
that could be produced also represents an irretrievable commitment of
resources. For example, a lTow level of domestic Tivestock grazing or a
low level of water yield could be increased in the future by application
of different management prescriptions, but the outputs between now and
then would be "lost" or not available for use. Therefore, the
maintenance of future options and the current ability to utilize the
resources to the fullest tend to conflict with one another. The purpose
of Forest planning in all alternatives was to provide a mix of uses now
and for future time periods that balance the needs of both the current
population and future generations.

Adverse Environmental Effects That Cannot be Avoided - Overview

The alternative formulation process considered a wide range of
alternatives, some of which had major adverse environmental effects.
Many of these effects were avoided by the criteria established for
eliminating alternatives that cannot be implemented. Thus the ten
alternatives considered in detail represent a broad range of resource
outputs and also a reduction of the adverse environmental effects that
cannot be avoided. These effects include:

- An increase in sedimentation resulting from soil disturbance and
increased water yield.

- A short-term adverse effect on scenic quality in a few sensitive
places because of vegetation management and road construction.

- Foregone timber volumes because of inaccessibility and
inoperab11ity of steep land forms,

- Foregone timber volumes because of insect epidemic.

- Short-term reduced air quality because of dust, smoke, and
automobile emissions resulting from increased recreation use and
vegetative managenment practices.

- Short-term adverse impacts on wildlife areas resulting from
increased timber activity to salvage i1nsect-damaged trees.

Short-term uses of Man's Environment and the Maintenance of Long-Term

Productivity

The relationshp between short~term uses of man's environment and the
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity is complex.
Short-term uses are those that generally occur on a yearly basis on Some
part of the Forest, such as livestock grazing as a use of the forage
resource, and recreation and irrigation as a use of water resource. The
Forest Plan is a long-range plan to provide direction for the next ten
years (or until revised) and incorporates the sustained yield of
resource outputs while maintaining productivity of the resources.
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Natural or Depletable Resource Requirements

Natural resource requirements for implementing the Proposed Action or any
of the other alternatijves considered in detail require the use of basic
soil and water resources and associated plant and animal communities

that comprise the forest and rangeland ecosystems. The various
alternatives are composed of combinations of management prescriptions,
all of which are designed to maintain or enhance the productivity of
renewable resources and to protect the productivity of the basic soil

and water resources. Mitigation measures to meet the incorporated 1n
Environmental Assessments.

Urban Quality, Historic and Cultural Resources

Urban quality will be 1ittle impacted by implementation of the proposes
action any of the alternatives. Most impacts would be related to social
and economic factors such as employment and population changes as a
direct result of National Forest activities. Changes in population and
employment as a result of Forest activities are insignificant due to the
low percentage of the total impacted.

A11 undertakings which could affect significant cultural values, require
an archaeological review and inventory prior to implementation.

Historic and cultural sites inventoried will be evaluated for
significance by a qualified archaeologist in cooperation with the State
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPQ). Significant sites, 1f Tocated,
will be nominated to the National Register of Historic Places.
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KEY TO ABBREVIATIONS

Many of the terms used in Forest Planning are often abbreviated in tables and
text to conserve space and are }isted below.

A - Aspen

ASQ - Allowable Sale Quantity

AC - Acre(s)

AMS - Analysis of the Management Situation
APD - Application for Permit to Drill

AUM - Animal unit month

bd. ft. - Board foot

BTU - British Thermal Unit

CFR - Code cf Federal Regulations

Cu, ft. -~ Cubic foot

CUp - Central Utah Project

DBH - Diameter at Breast Height

DEIS - Draft Environmental Impact Statement
CF - Douglas fir

DWR - Division of Wildlife Resources {Utah DWR)
EIS - Environmental Impact Statement

ER - Established Report

ES - Engelmann Spruce

FEIS - Final Environmental Impact Statement
FERC - Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
FGNRA - Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area
FIL - Fire intensity level

FSH - Forest Service Handbook

FSM - Forest Service Manual

G.A. - General Administration

GAWS - General Aquatic Wildlife Survey

I1CC - Issue, Concerns, Opportunities

iD - Interdisciplinary team

16(s) - Pounds

IPM - Integrated Pest Management

LPP - Lodgepole pine

LTSY - Long term sustained yield

M - Thousand

MAc/ft - Thousand Acre Feet

Max - Maximum

MCF - Thousand cubic feet

MIS - Management Indicator Species

MM - Million

MMBF - Million board feet

MMCF - Million cubic feet

MRVD - Thousand recreation visitor days

MVP - Minimum viable population

NDSY - Non-declining Sustained Yield

NEPA - National Environmental Policy Act
NFMA - National Forest Management Act

NRA - National Recreation Area

NPB - Net public benefit

NTL - Notice To Leasee

NTU - Nephelometer Turbidity Units



NUSSTG - Northern Utah Shared Services Timber Group
ORV's - Off-road vehicles

PAOT - People at one time

PNV - Present net value

PP - Ponderosa pine

PVB - Present value of benefits

PYC - Present value of costs

RAMIS - Range Allotment Management Information System
RIM - Recreation Information Management

RPA - Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resource Planning Act
RMOGA - The Rocky Mountain 071 and Gas Association

RN - Roaded Natural

RNA - Research Natural Area

ROS - Recreation opportunity spectrum

RVYD's - Recreation visitor days

SAF - Subalpine fir

SHPC - State Historic Preservation Officer

SPM - Semi-primitive motorized

SPMN - Semi-primitive nonmotorized

T&E - Threatened and Endangered

TEP - Trade-off Evaluation Process

TMP - Timber Management Plan

TSI - Timber Stand Improvement

VIS - Visitor Information Services

VQo - Visual quality objective

WFUD's - Wildlife and fish user days

WRENSS - Water Resources Evaluation of Non-point Silvicultural Sources
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. I. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

A. INTRODUCTION

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Ashley National
Forest Land and Resource Management Plan describes a proposed action and
alternatives to the proposed action for the future management of the
land and resources of the Forest. It also describes the affected envi-
ronment and 1ists the environmental consequences of implementing the
proposed action and alternatives. The preferred alternative,
alternative J is one of ten alternatives evaluated in the FEIS.

The proposed action identified 1n the Environmental Impact Statement
serves as the basis for the proposed National Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan (Forest P1an§ which is detailed in a separate

document. For purposes of NEPA disclosure, this EIS and the Forest Plan
are treated as a combined document. The Forest Plan covers a 10-year
planning period and will be revised as often as necessary but at least
every fifteen (15) years.

The goal of the Forest Plan is to fully integrate a mix of management
actions that allow use and protection of Forest resources, satisfy
guiding legisiation, and address local, regional and national issues.

significant physical, biological, economic, and social effects on the
environment of the Forest Service's preferred alternative and a range of
alternatives to the proposal. The net public benefits that reflect the
long-term value to the Nation, Tess cosis, measured by both quantitative
and qualitative criteria are considered. The issues, concerns, and
opportunities identified through the public involvement process are
addressed in the EIS.

. The purpose of this Environmental Impact Statement is to disclose the

1/

The Ashley National Forest is one of the 154 National Forests ~
invoived in the planning process following the same National directives.
The total National Forest planning effort is three-tiered:

1. The National Level
2. The Regional Level
3. The Forest Level

The National level deals primarily with National Forest planning, policy
making, funding, monitoring, and legisiative activities. The Regional
role is one of clarifying and interpreting policy, providing

additional direction and coordination, as well as providing expertise
upon request. Individual Forests are charged with Forest Tand and
resource management, within National and Regional direction, from a
local perspective.

. L Some of the Forests are combined for planning purposes resulting in 121

different Forest Plans.
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The preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is required
by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council of
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, and the implementing
regulations of the National Forest Management Act (NFMA).

Planning is conducted under the authority of the Multiple-Use Sustained
Yield Act of 1960 and the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resource
Planning Act of 1974 (RPA), as amended by the National Forest Management
Act (NFMA). An assessment of the Proposed Action's environmental
%onsg?uences is required by the National Environmental Policy Act

NEPA).

The Forest Plan replaces all previous resource management plans

prepared for the Ashley National Forest. After approval of the Forest
Plan, al) permits, contracts, and other instruments that provide for the
use and occupancy of the National Forest System Tands must conform with
the Forest Plan. The Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area (FGNRA)
Management Plan has been incorporated into this Plan. In addition, all
subsequent activities affecting the Forest, including budget proposals,
will comply with the Forest Plan and will be tiered to this FEIS and the
Forest Plan. A glossary of terms used in thi1s FEIS and Forest Plan is
included as Appendix F to aid reviewers in understanding the content of
both documents.

B. NATIONAL, REGIONAL, and FOREST PLANNING

Forest Planning takes place within the overall planning framework
structured by the regulations of RPA., The planning process is based on
the 14 planning principles stated in the NFMA regulations (36 CFR
219.1); these are:

1. Establishment of goals and objectives for multiple-use and
sustajned yield management of renewable resources without mpairment
of the productivity of the Tand.

2. Consideration of the relative values of all renewable resources,
including the relationship of nonrenewable resources such as
minerals, to renewable resources.

3. Recognition that the National Forests are ecosystems, and their
management for goods and services requires an awareness and
consideration of the interrelationships among plants, animals,
so1l, water, air, and other environmental factors within such
ecosystems.

4. Protection and, where appropriate, improvement of the quality of
renewable resources.

5. Preservation of important historic, cultural, and natural aspects
of our National heritage.



6. Protection and preservation of the inherent right for freedom of
American Indians to believe, express, and exercise their
traditional religions.

7. Provisions for the safe use and enjoyment of the Forest resources
by the public.

8. Protection, through ecologically compatible means, of all Forest
and rangeland resources from depredations by Forest and rangeland
pests.

9. Coordination with the land and rescurce planning efforts of other
Federal agencies, State and local governments, and Indian tribes.,

10. Use of a systematic, interdisciplinary approach to ensure
coordination and integration of planning activities for multiple-
use management.

11, Early and frequent public participation.

12. Establishment of quantitative and qualitative standards and
guidelines for land and resource planning and management.

13. Management of National Forest System lands in a manner that is
sensitive to economic efficiency.

14, Responsive to changing conditions of land and other resources and
to changing social and economic demands of the American people.

Forest Service planning is a continuous, iterative process carried out
on three levels:

1. National--RPA Assessment and Program,
2. Regional--Regional Guide.

3. Local--Forest Land and Resource Management Plans for the National
Forest System Tands; Statewide Comprehensive Plans for fish and
wildlife management and outdoor recreation; and State Forest
Resource Plans that are developed by the States with Forest Service
assistance for State and private lands and that provide information
that is used at the Regional and National Tevels.

Management direction becomes increasingly specific as planning
progresses from the National to the local level.

NATIONAL RPA ASSESSMENT AND PROGRAM

Every 10 years, a comprehensive, nationwide assessment is made of the
Forest and rangeland renewable resources in the United States. Using
information generated at the local and Regional levels, this RPA
Assessment covers timber, range, minerals, water, wildlife and fish,
outdoor recreation, and wilderness. Long-range projections are made of
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future supply and demand for each of these resources. The findings are
then used to help determine the desired level of resources and to help
determine the desired level of future Forest Service programs.

Alternative levels of outputs and associated costs are examined in the
RPA Program, which is prepared every 5 years. Based on an analysis of
these alternatives and consideration of public views, the Secretary of
Agriculture selects a National RPA Recommended Program for the Forest
Service. Based on the Program, the nationwide resource objectives are
distributed among the nine Regions of the National Forest System. The
Recommended Program and a Presidential Statement of Policy are
transmitted to Congress, which may accept, reject, or revise the
Statement of Policy. The final Statement of Policy and Program together
guide the framing of future Forest Service budget proposais. Actual
program implementation is directed by annual appropriations.

REGIONAL GUIDES

Regional planning links the RPA Assessment and Program with Tocal Forest
and State planning. It plays a dual role by channeling management
direction from the National to the local Tevel and information from the
Tocal to the National level.

The Regional Guide communicates National and Regional direction for
National Forest planning, as well as information pertinent to the
development of State Forest Resource Plans and research activities.
Specifically, the Regional Guide serves the following purposes:

1. It provides standards and guidelines for various management
activities that may be carried out on the National Forests. These
standards and guidelines specify the actual criteria to be applied
to the management activities.

2. It provides planning direction for developing individual Forest
Plans, including those issues or concerns raised at the National or
Regional level that can only be assessed or resolved by the
Forests. Planning direction essentially defers the final decision
on an issue to the individual Forest, within 1imits established by
the Region.

3. It displays the Regional RPA Program and distributes tentative
resource targets among the individual National Forests. RPA
assigned objectives are used as the basis for one of the
alternatives examined in the Forest planning process.

4. It reflects the general coordination of National Forest System
programs, State and Private Forestry programs, and research
programs.

FOREST PLANS

The National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan considers a broad
range of reasonable management alternatives. To the extent practical,
Forest Plan Alternatives reflect the full range of major commodity and
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environmental resource uses and values that could be produced from the
Forest. All alternatives are formulated to provide different ways of
addressing the major public issues, management concerns, and resource
opportunities identified during the planning process. One alternative
15 designed to meet the Forest's tentatively assigned share of the 1980
RPA Program; others have resource outputs that are above or below the
RPA Program levels. The emphasis in both the RPA Program and National
Forest Plan is on the future and how the Forest can best be used and
managed to meet people's needs.

FOREST PLANNING PROCESS

Regulations to implement the requirements of the National Forest
Management Act (36 CFR 219) were promuigated on September 30, 1982, in
Federal Register Volume 47, page 43037. Those regulations outline 1n
detail how the proposed Forest Plan is to be prepared. The actions
required by the National Forest planning regulations set forth in 36 CFR
219.12 and used in the planning process are as follows:

1. Identification of purpose and need.

2. Development of planning criteria.

3. Collection of inventory data and information.
4, Analysis of the management situation.

5. Formulation of alternatives.

6. Estimated effects of alternatives.

7. Evaluation of alternatives.

Recommendation of a preferred alternative.
9. Approval of Plan.
10, Monitoring and evaluation of Plan.

Forest planning is coordinated within National and Regional planning as
required by the laws cited above and the regulations for implementing
them. The Regional Guide establishes management standards and
guidelines, provides planning guidance for regionally significant issues
and concerns, and distributes National goals and targets from the 1980
RPA to individual Forests. The Forest planning process deals with
achieving those goals and addresssing Tocal issues and concerns.

The Draft EIS was prepared and circulated for comment upon completion of
planning actions 1 through 7. Part of step 7 was development of a
preferred alternative. The Preferred Alternative (proposed action) is
the basis for the proposed Ashley National Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan detailed in the accompanying document. The Forest
repeated planning actions 1 through 7 as necessary resulting in the FEIS
that will be filed with the Environmental Protection Agency, and made
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C.

available to the public. The Regional Forester will use the EIS to make
a decision under NFMA for approval of the Forest Plan (36 CFR 219.10(c))
documented in the Record of Decision.

The Forest Plan may be revised as needed on a 10-year cycle, but it must
be revised at least every 15 years. The Plan may also be revised
whenever the Forest Supervisor determines that conditions or demands
covered by the Plan have changed significantly or when changes in RPA
policies, goals, or objectives would have significant effects on Forest
level programs. The Forest Supervisor will review the conditions that
might require revision of the Forest Plan at least every 5 years.

LOCATION OF THE FOREST
Physical and Biological

The Ashley National Forest contains approximately 1.4 million acres and
spans a major portion of the east-west Uinta Mountain Range, the Flaming
Gorge portion of the Wyoming Basin, and the South Uni1t section of the
Tavaputs Plateau. Elevations range from 6,000 to 13,500 feet. This
difference in elevation affects the climate and vegetative cover of the
Forest, which contains features from both the high desert country and
the mountainous areas above timberline. Annual precipitation ranges
from 8 to 40 inches.

The Ashley National Forest is located in the north eastern part of the
State of Utah and the south western part of Wyoming. Portions of seven
counties are lgcated in the boundaries of the Forest: Uintah, Utah,
Duchesne, Daggett, Summit, and Wasatch counties in the State of Utah,
and Sweetwater county in Wyoming. The majority of the Forest 1ies
within Uintah, Duchesne, and Daggett counties. Large portions of the
Forest are visible from U.S. Highway 40, U.S. 191 and several state
routes,

The Umnta and Ouray Irdian Reservation and two cther National Forests -
the Uinta and Wasatch-Cache National Forests border the Ashley National
Forest along with BLM lands, State lands, and private property.

The Forest headquarters and one Ranger District are located in Vernal,
Utah. Ranger District offices are also located in Manila, Roosevelt,
and Duchesne, Utah.

The planning area covered by the Forest Plan is the administrative unit
consisting of the entire Ashley National Forest.

Social and Economic

Daggett, Duchesne, and Uintah counties in Utah and Sweetwater county 1n
Wyoming were identified as the primary socio-economic zone influence for
the Ashley National Forest. Main towns include Vernal, Roosevelt, and
Duchesne on the south portion of the Forest; Manila, Green River and
Rock Springs on the north slope. Duchesne, Roosevelt, and Vernal are
accessed by highways U.S. 40 and 191 and Maniia by Highway U.S. 191.
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D. ISSUES, CONCERNS and OPPORTUNITIES

The identification of public issues, and management concerns and
opportunities (ICOs) was done through a public involvement process
requ1r?d)?y the NFMA planning 1mplementation regulations (36 CFR
219.12(b)).

Alternatives for management of the Ashley National Forest's lands and
resources address significant ICOs related to Forest management. These
ICOs must be addressed in the Plan to provide appropriate and effective
management direction for the Forest. The ICOs were also used to
establish the scope of the EIS (40 CFR 1501.7}.

Forest-wide public issues and management concerns were developed from
comments solicited from the general public, taken from past planning
records, and from the Forest staff. A detailed discussion of the
scoping process used in defining significant ICOs and how they were
addressed by the alternatives can be found in the planning records on
the Forest. Appendix A of this document also includes a more detailed
discussion of the process and the issues.

The ICOs addressed in the FELS and the proposed Forest Plan are:

ICO # Resource Group ICO

1 Transportation How much and what type of
access is needed on the
Ashley National Forest?

2 Fuelwood To what extent does the
current Ashley Forest
fuelwood program, with both
free use and charge permit
in designated areas, meet
public needs?

3 Watershed To what extent should the
Ashley use vegetative
manipuiation or other
practices to augment water
yields?

4 Range What level of domestic
11vestock grazing, forage
manipulation and range
improvements should the
Ashley National Forest
strive to sustain?

5 Timber What level of timber
harvest and what type of
management practices should
be used on the Ashley
Forest?
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1CO #

10

11

12

Resource Group

Wildlife

Recreation

Landownership

Fire

Minerals and Energy

Off-Road Vehicle

Timber (Pine Beetle)
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ICO

What level of wildlife
management activities
should the Ashley Forest
emphasize with a wildlife
habitat management program?

Should existing recreation
facilities or developments
be maintained to a high
quality standard and new
facitities constructed as
needed to meet projected
demands?

Shouid more or less area of
the Forest be made
accessible by vehicle or is
the present recreation
access suitable?

Should problems of public
access to National Forest
lands be resolved through
ownership adjustment and
should it be a high Forest
priority?

To what extent should fire
management strategies of
less than immediate and
aggressive control be
apptied on the Forest and
in what areas?

Where and under what
conditions can minerals and
energy be developed on the
Ashley?

Are existing area and road
closures acceptable or
should there be more or
less closures?

If additional markets for
ponderosa and lodgepole
timber can be found, what
level of harvest should the
Ashley attempt to achieve?



ICO # Resource Group 1C0O

13 Wilderness Which Roadless Areas, or
parts thereof, should be
recommended for incliusion
in the National Wilderness
System? (This issue was
resolved by the 1984 Utah
Wilderness B111 legislation
and no further evaluation
of released areas is
required until the next
plan revision. Refer to
Appendix A for an expanded
discussion of this issue
and how 1t was resolved.)

For those areas or portions
not included in wilderness,
what level of management,
development, or vehicle
access should be proposed?

E. ORGANIZATION OF CHAPTERS I, lll, and IV

The Forest planning process as defined and required by the National
Forest Management Act generated a mass of data. A problem was
encountered in how to Togically document these data (outputs, costs, and
effects) and disclose the effects of the various alternatives in an
environmental impact statement. The following approach is used to
address this problem.

- In Chapter II, "Alternatives including the Proposed Action",
are described by showing the outputs, costs, and major effects of
meeting the objectives of each alternative. These outputs, costs,
and effects are displayed by individual resources which were
identified 1n 1ssues, management concerns, laws, regulations, or
Executive Orders.

- In Chapter III, "Affected Environment", the information analyzed in
"Alternatives" and "Environmental Consequences" is used to describe
the present situation as well as future conditions created by the
implementation of each alternative.

- In Chapter IV, "Environmental Consequences", the type and amount of
activities are identified which would produce the outputs and
create the costs already identified. These activities produce
certain environmental consequences, beneficial and adverse; create a
relationship between short-term use of man's environment and
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity: and may or
may not irreversibly and irretrievably commit resources to certain
uses.
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The reader should keep this structure in mind while reviewing the
document. The logic for each chapter will be redefined more
explicitly at the beginning of each chapter.

F. PLANNING RECORDS

The resource information and analysis procedures developed during the
Ashley National Forest's Land and Resource planning process are part of
the Forests planning records and are available for review during
business hours at the Supervisor's Office, 1680 W. Highway 40, Ashton
Energy Center, Vernal, Utah 84078.

These records are incorporated by reference as provided for in the NEPA
implementing regulations (40 CFR 1502.210). The intention is to include
them in the planning process. Also included 1n the planning records by
reference is the Final EIS on the 1980 Service-wide Assessment and RPA

Program filed with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on
September 26, 1980.
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Il. ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

INTRODUCTION - In the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) planning

process, a land management alternative is a plan to guide management of
the land and resources of the Forest. National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) regulations (40 CFR 1502.14) require exploration and objective
evaluation of a wide range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed
action, including a "no action" alternative. NEPA regulations also
require identification and discussion of alternatives eliminated from
detailed study.

In Forest planning, each alternative is a particular combination of
management prescriptions for each resource use. Each combination
emphasizes a different management philosophy. The alternatives
considered in this chapter address issues and concerns identified in
Chapter I. In addition to representing different combinations of the
management prescriptions, each alternative provides for scheduling
activities in different locations and produces varying levels of
outputs, goods and services. The set of management prescriptions
available is the same for all alternatives, except in special situations
where they are locked out to achieve the objectives of those
alternatives. The combination of prescriptions used and the acres
assigned to each prescription will differ by alternative.

A A. ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

1.

OVERVIEW

The purpose of Forest planning is to identify and select for implemen-
tation that plan alternative that most nearly maximizes net public bene-
fits. Net public benefits are defined as:

"...overall long term value to the Nation of all outputs and
positive effects {benefi1ts Tess all associated inputs and negative
effects-costs) whether they can be quantitatively valued or
not...consistent with the principles of multiple use and sustained
yield."

There 1s no mathematical formula available to define the desired
alternative. Indeed, there are differences of opinion about whether
particular effects of aliernatives are positive or negative. Therefore
it is necessary to separately define the major effects of each
alternative as the basis for review, judgment, and eventual selection,

NFMA regulations, 36 CFR 219.12(f)}, establish criteria for guiding the
development of alternatives, These criteria are:

"(1) Alternatives shall be distributed between the minimum
resource potential and the maximum resource potential to reflect to the
extent practicable the full range of major commodity and environmental
resource uses and values that could be produced from the forest.
Alternatives shall reflect a range of resource outputs and expenditure
Tevels.
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(2) Alternatives shall be formulated to facilitate analysis of
opportunity costs and of resource use and environmental trade-offs among
alternatives and between benchmarks and alternatives.

(3) Alternatives shall be formulated to facilitate evaluation of
the effects on present net value, benefits, and costs of achieving
various outputs and values that are not assigned monetary values
(non-priced benefits), but that are provided at specified Tevels,

(4) Alternatives shall provide different ways to address and
respond to the major public issues, mahagement concerns, and resource
opportunities identified during the planning process.

(5) Reasonable alternatives which may require a change in existing
law or policy to implement shail be formulated if necessary to address a
major public 1ssue, management concern, or resource opportunity iden-
tified during the planning process (40 CFR 1501.7, 1502.14(c)).

(6) At least one alternative shall be developed which responds to,
and incorporates, the RPA Program tentative resource objectives for each
forest displayed in the Regional Guide.

(7} At Teast one alternative shall reflect the current level of
goods and services provided by the unit and the most likely amount of
goods and services expected to be provided in the future if current
management direction continues. Pursuant to NEPA procedures, this
alternative shall be deemed the "no-action” alternative.

(8) Each alternative shall represent to the extent practicable the
most cost efficient combination of management prescriptions examined
that can meet the objectives established in the alternative.

(9) Each alternative shall state at least:

I. Condition and uses that will resuit from long-term
application of the alternative.

II. Goods and services to be produced and the timing and flow of
these resource outputs together with associated costs and
benefits.

ITI. Resource management standards and guidelines.

IV. Purposes of the management direction proposed.”

Attempts were made to use common language throughout the document. In
some cases, however, technical language was necessary. Please refer to
the Glossary (Appendix F} for assistance with definitions of these
terms.

ALTERNATIVE FORMULATION PROCEDURE

PLANNING STEPS ~ The formulation of alternatives culminated planning
actions 1 through 4 of the NFMA planning process described in Chapter I,
The following steps summarize how planning actions 1 through 5 were
accomplished.

1. Major issues were identified through public involvement, past
planning records, and Forest Staff.

2. Criteria were developed by the interdisciplinary team for the
collection and use of data.



10,

11.

Management prescriptions representing sets of compatible management
practices were developed.

The Forest was mapped based on the capability to produce. The
capability, suitability, and management opportunities of specific
areas of Forest were considered in this step.

Areas of land such as the Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area,
Sheep Creek, and the High Uintas Wilderness were included
throughout all alternatives.

Resource outputs and their costs and values were developed for each
prescription and each area where the prescription was to be
applied.

Demand was expressed in the public 1ssues and management concerns,
and estimates of that demand were made for the various resources.

Supply potentials for each resource were determined with the
FORPLAN model. Various assumptions, constraints, and objectives
were used to establish benchmarks for supply potentials of each
resource during the Analysis of the Management Situation (AMS).
Benchmarks were established for the minimum level, maximum single
resource levels, and maximum present net value. Existing resource
supply was ccmpared to supply potentials of each benchmark.
Opportunities to resolve issues and management concerns were
identified for each resource by comparing existing to potential
production levels,

Benchmark supply potentials were compared to demand and supply of
current direction to evaluate the need and opportunity for change
in response to public issues and management concerns.

The FORPLAN model was used to estimate the goods and services that
could be produced by each alternative. The model is a mathematical
process that uses linear programming to select the most cost
efficient mix of prescriptions within a given set of constraints
designed to achieve the management direction for each alternative.
Estimates of outputs were described for Forest-wide assignment of
management prescriptions scheduled over time. (Chapter II and
Appendix B).

The results of the FORPLAN analysis for each alternative were
evaluated to assure conformance with laws, policies, and
guidelines. Refinements and adjustments were made to insure that
each alternative could be achieved. (Chapter II)

The range of alternatives to be considered in detail and those
eliminated from detailed study were defined by completing the AMS. This
analysis includes identification of ranges of goods, services and uses
that are feasible; projections of the potential to resolve issues and
concerns; the technical, economic, and environmental feasibility of
providing the levels of goods, services, and uses resulting from
assigned objectives; and the need to establish or change management
direction,
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CRITERIA FOR ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT ~ The process for the formulation
of alternatives began in Planning Action 1 with the identification and
evaluation of public issues and management concerns and the resource
management opportunities available to address these issues and concerns.

Planning criteria were prepared to guide the development of the
Alternatives: RPA and NFMA regulations, existing unit plans, and the
public issues and management concerns were reference material. The
basic criteria used to guide the formulation of the alternatives are
listed below:

1. The alternatives would propose combinations of outputs and
activities which must be within the resource production
capabi1lities of the National Forest lands presently administered by
the Ashley National Forest.

2. The no-action (current direction) alternative would be used for
comparing the effects of each of the alternatives. This
alternative would represent no change form current management
direction.

3. Each alternative would be feasible.
4. Departure from non-declining yield would be examined.

5. The alternatives would address publiic issues and management
concerns.

6. The High Uintas Wilderness, Flaming Gorge NRA and the Sheep Creek
Geological Area would be treated the same as required in present
direction for all alternatives. Wild and Scenic Rivers, National
Recreation Trails and Candidate Research Natural Areas would also
be treated the same because there is not a measurable difference
and there is no significant effect.

7. Constraints on sediment production to meet State water quality laws
were used as a given.

8. Each alternative would provide at least minimum viable populations
of indicator species.

9. Each alternative would contain prescription assignments and a
schedule for output of goods and services.

10, A1l alternatives would be analyzed to show their cost effec~
tiveness.

11. OCne alternative would address the Forest's share of the Region's
RPA targets.

12, Each alternative should comply with other legal requirements.

In addition to the above, several assumptions were used in helping to
broaden the range of alternatives. These include:
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1. Existing policy and directions are not inviolate.

2. Timber harvest levels can be allowed to vary from the Timber
Management plan allowable cut figures.

3. Forage produced on the Forest does not automatically have to be
assigned to livestock.

4., Minerals and energy development activities will occur throughout
all alternatives based on demands in accordance with management
direction.

MANAGEMENT PRESCRIPTION - The NFMA regulations (36 CFR 219.3) define

management prescriptions as "management practices and intensity levels
selected and scheduled for application on a specific area to attain
multiple-use and other goals and objectives”.

Management prescriptions were written by the interdisciplinary team
after reviewing the public issues and concerns, consulting current
management direction, and using professional judgement. The complete
set of management prescriptions was reviewed and approved by the Forest
Management Team. A broad range of management emphasis, intensities,
costs, constraints, and outputs was used for both the benchmarks and
alternatives. A complete 1list of prescriptions and constraints used in
the FORPLAN Model appear in Appendix B.

FORPLAN COMPUTER MODEL - A large-scale linear programming model, FORPLAN

Version 1, was the fundamental analytical tool used by the
interdisciplinary team to simultanecusly select prescriptions and
schedule management practices over time. FORPLAN served two purposes in
the Forest planning analysis.

First, it provided an objective basis for the optimal selection and
scheduling of management prescriptions for each analysis area. One or
more prescriptions were selected for each of the analysis areas in each
alternative. The optimal selection and scheduling of management
prescriptions on analysis areas depends on the objective function and
constraints on outputs and management practices used for each
alternative. The maximization of present net value was the objective
for all alternatives considered in detail. Alternatives were generated
by constraining the model to produce varying amounts of goods and
services and to facilitate the tracking of relationships between
quantifiable and unquantifiable resource values.

Second, the analysis provided an effective tool to quantify outputs,
costs, and acres assigned to management prescriptions.

Based on the land's capability for resource production, prescriptions
were applied to various parts of the Forest (Referred to as "Analysis
Areas" in FORPLAN) to display appropriate practical ways of managing the
Forest. The criteria and rationale for application of prescriptions to
analysis areas are in the Forest Planning Records.
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2. ROLE AND USE OF BENCHMARKS

During the Analysis of the Management Situation, resource supply
potentials were determined, using various objectives, constraints, and
assumptions in FORPLAN. Supply potentials for the benchmarks are
displayed in Table II-2 and II-4 and cbjectives, constraints, and
assumptions are displayed in Appendix B. Limits in the capability to
supply various resources were determined by establishing minimum and
maximum production levels for a single resource, and production
capabilities were determined for a set of multiple resource outputs that
maximize present net value. This analysis established the benchmark
levels required by national planning direction. This is in compliance
with the minimum management requirements of 36 CFR 219.27.

Seven "Benchmark Levels" were run and incorporated in the Ashley
National Forest AMS.

Following the passage of the Utah Wilderness Bill in 1984, all
benchmarks were rerun with the incorporation of the Ashley National
Forest's portion of the designated High Uintas Wilderness. Because of
this legislation, wilderness benchmarks were not required.

None of the seven benchmarks are displayed as an alternative. However,
some do establish parameters, or "feasible areas”, for single resource
yields. Benchmark runs were eliminated from further consideration using
the following rationale:

Minimum Level (1)

Specifies the minimum Tevel of management which would be needed to
maintain the unit as part of the National Forest System and to manage
uncontrollable outputs and uses. This benchmark ignores the transition
period that would be required to move from current to minimum Tevel
management., It assumes no timber harvest, developed recreation, or
fuelwood production, Livestock use is limited to Tevels necessary to
comply with the Secretary of Agriculture's April, 1968, position
statement on the Ute Indian Tribe livestock use. Due to the lack of
commodity output, this level is assumed to be unrealistic.




Current Situation (2)

This benchmark specifies the management most likely to be implemented in
the future if current direction 1s Tollowed. It assumes: 1} limited
investment levels, 2) threatened and endangered (T&E) habitat diversity
will not be impaired, and 3) no major changes will occur in current
direction.

This level was used to build two alternatives. The “Current Program”
alternative extends current outpuis through time to get costs. The
“"Current Budget" alternative extends the current budget through time to
obtain outputs. The dissimilarities in computer runs on these two
alternatives made it 1mpossible to put the Current Situation benchmark
into a separate alternative.

Maximum Present Net Value (PNV) (Market Prices) (3)

This benchmark specifies the management which will maximize the present
net value of those outputs that have an established market price., It
assumes that no constraints are needed to protect T&E species; markets
exist for all market goods produced, costs of non-market outputs must
still be covered, but no unit values are assigned. No budget limit is
applied. Since no values (benefits) are used for amenity outputs, this
benchmark does not display realistic public benefits.

Maximum PNV (Assigned) (4)

This benchmark specifies the management which will maximize the present
net value of those outputs that have either an established market price
or assigned monetary value.

It has assigned values applied to all outputs and no budget limits are
applied. It assumes that T&E species habitat diversity will not be
impaired and markets are available for all goods and services. This
benchmark is not feasible because of high costs in the first decade.

Maximum Timber (5)

The objective function of this benchmark is to maximize timber. It
estimates the maximum capabilities of the Forest to provide commercial
timber products. The assumptions used in this benchmark are the same as
in 4.

This benchmark and 6 and 7 below are not feasible because they
emphasize single resource management.

Maximum Range {6}

The objective function of this benchmark was Maximize Livestock Forage.

Explanation and assumptions are the same as Benchmark 4 and 5.
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Maximum Water (7)

The objective function of this benchmark was Maximize Water.

This is an optional Benchmark. Assumptions are the same as Benchmark 5,
with the following added: water yield would only be manipulated by
vegetative treatment. No weather modification or snow deposition
structures are included.

As noted earlier, although not directly usable as alternatives, several
of the "Benchmarks" did establish parameters or Timits for single
resource yields.

Benchmark outputs are to be used as reference points and for comparative
purposes onily.

Selected benchmarks were used to define the upper and lower limits for
the production of each resource. The interdisciplinary team considered
demand, supply potential (upper and Tower limits), and economic charac-
teristics to establish the range of alternatives. Opportunity costs
were determined by comparing alternatives with the maximum PNV benchmark
(see Tables II-7, 8, 9 and Appendix B, Tables B-28/B-29).

ALTERNATIVES (BROAD RANGE OF REASONABLE ALTERNATIVES)

This section of Chapter II describes the alternatives considered in the
planning effort. The intent in alternative formulation was to consider
a broad range of alternatives that could be considered viable in light
of the land and resource capability as defined by the various benchmarks
described earlier,

Uneven-age timber harvest was not treated as an alternative because it
is considered to be a harvest method or management prescription to
achieve a resource objective. As a harvest method on the Ashley,
extensive partial cutting in the past has proven to be generally
unsuccessful. This is particularly true with lodgepole pine, which is
the dominant commercial tree species on the Forest. Leave trees are a
continual source of mistletoe infestation for new stands, fuel lovadings
are impractical to reduce, windthrow susceptibility is increased, and
natural regeneration of new stands 1s reduced. For these reasons
clearcutting harvest systems will be used throughout all alternatives
on a forest-wide basis. While shelterwood, single tree, and group
selection systems are not precluded, they will primarily be used to
remove danger trees from developed sites, within the Flaming Gorge
National Recreation Area for aesthetics, and in highly sensitive visual
quality zones. Even within the NRA, the use of other systems will be on
a limited basis and will generally only be in the ponderosa pine timber
stands. Agricliture Handbook No. 445, Silvicultural Systems for the
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Major Forest Types of the United States, jdentifies even-aged management

as the preferred silviculutral system for lodgepole pine.

This range of alternatives is discussed below under; 1. Alternatives
Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study; and 2. Alternatives
Considered in Detail.

1.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY

Several alternatives were developed but eliminated from detailed
analysis and inclusion after initial consideration. These are as
follows:

(1) Tiwber Management Plan

This alternative was designed to display the effects of
meeting timber output levels in the existing Ashley Forest
Timber Management Plan.

The results, were similar to Alternative E, RPA 80.

(2) and (3) Double Timber Harvest and 25 Percent Timber
Harvest Increase

Several alternatives were developed in response to the
mountain pine beetle epidemic on the Ashley. The above two
addressed the results of doubling the harvest and increasing
the harvest by 25 percent, respectively. Both were eliminated
from detailed study because of high costs in early decades,
because the timber outputs fell within the range of outputs
generated by Alternatives A and B, and because other scheduled
output yields were similar to those of other alternatives.

(4) Recreation Emphasis

The Recreation Emphasis alternative was developed to display
results of emphasizing both developed and dispersed recreation
outputs. It was eliminated from additional consideration
because the resulting output levels and budget costs were very
similar to those of Alternative D.

(5) Beetle Kill

The beetle ki1l alternative was designed to determine if Tong
term timber capability could be retained if early decade
harvest levels were increased to utilize the beetle killed
timber. This alternative was not considered viable due to
costs and environmental effects.

(6) Livestock Emphasis

This alternative was developed to display the effects of
placing management emphasis on the production and utilization
of forage by Tivestock. It was not considered in further
detail because two other alternatives, Market Opportunities
and Livestock-Timber, emghasize high forage production.

II-



(7) Big Game Emphasis

The bi1g game emphasis alternative was designed to determine
the effects of designating winter range areas to big game.
However, the required Non-Market Opportunities alternative
emphasizes the "high wildlife" prescription and produces high
investments for habitat manipulation. Therefore, a separate
alternative emphasizing big game was not considered necessary.

(8) Undeveloped Dispersed Recreation Emphasis

This alternative was designed to display the effects of desig-
nating the analysis areas adjacent to the High Uintas
Wilderness Area (1979 RARE II) preposal to undeveloped
dispersed recreation if they fit the primitive or
semi-primitive Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) classes.
Several other alternatives with reduced amounts of roading
designate lands adjacent to the High Uintas Wilderness for
undeveloped dispersed recreation. Therefore, this alternative
was eliminated from detailed consideration.

(9) Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) Diversity Emphasis

This alternative was developed to determine the effects of
maintaining the existing mix of ROS classes on the Ashiey.

It was not carried forward because Alternatives J, F, and G
also maintain much of the existing ROS diversity.

(10) Timber Harvest Departure

This alternative was designed to display effects of
accelerating timber harvest in the first two decades in order
to salvage beetle-killed ponderosa and lodgepole pine. It was
eliminated from detailed study because of the extensive
adverse effects on visual quality, water quality, and wildlife
habitat diversity.

(11) Wilderness Alternatives

A series of additional alternatives evaluating & range of
wilderness designations had been formulated for detailed study
but were discarded after passage of the Utah Wilderness Act of
1984,

2. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL

Alternatives presented in this chapter reflect different combinations of
management prescriptions applied to different analysis areas for the
purpose of addressing public issues and management concerns. They
represent multi-use management strategies that provide outputs within
the given supply Tevels for each resource discussed in the AMS. The
alternatives were designed to provide an integrated mix of resource uses
and specifically to increase net public benefits within the imposed
limits. Social and economic effects on Tocal populations were
considered within each a]ternat}¥ei0




Ten alternatives are considered in this section. These alternatives
include: A. Current Management Program (No Action), B. Coordinated
Resource, C. Market Opportunities, D. Non-Market Opportunities, E. 1980
RPA Program, F. Current Budget, G. Reduced Budget, H. Livestock-Timber,
I. Accelerated Harvest, and J. Balanced Resource Management (Preferred
Alternative).

Table II-6 shows how the alternatives address the elements of ijdentified
issues. Discussion on the descriptions, and comparison or differences
between alternatives are addressed in the narratives for each
alternative.

In all alternatives sediment delivery to live streams is limited so that
State water quality standards are met. Demand for all resources except
recreation were considered to be constantly elastic. This assumes that
price does not vary with changes in output levels, All resources except
recreation did not have any constraints on production other than meeting
minimum management requirements. Recreation production of outputs were
limited to projected use levels which were tied to projected population
growth rates in Utah and Wyoming. Although alternatives vary in the
prescribed harvest levels, none oflyhe alternatives would actually slow
the mountain pine beetle epidemic Loss of old growth to the
epidemic must be considered additive to timber harvest volume. T&E
species habitat would be protected as required through consideration and
consultation in all alternatives. Access to timbered analysis areas is
limited in all alternatives to prevent exceeding sediment delivery
thresholds. Research Natural Areas are treated equally in all
alternatives.

A1l alternatives include the High Uintas Wilderness assigned to a
wilderness prescription, and all alternatives contain Management Area g
(Undeveloped Dispersed Recreation-Unroaded) with acres varying by
alternative (see Table II-1}. In addition, all alternatives contain
various amounts of Tand that will remain essentially undeveloped at the
end of the first decade, although management activities that meet the
various management area prescription requirements, such as mineral
activities with valid existing rights, etc., will be allowed. Area g,
under all alternatives, will be recommended for mineral Tease with no
surface occupancy. Management of all travel on the Forest, including
ORV's will be handled in the Travel Plan that is based on management
area prescription direction and specific criteria for travel management
contained in the standards and guidelines in the Forest Plan.

ALTERNATIVE A: CURRENT MANAGEMENT DIRECTION (NO ACTION)

OBJECTIVES AND ASSUMPTIONS - Alternative A, or the "no action"

alternative, represents a continuation of the current program. The
objective is to display the costs, benefits and output levels that would
occur if current management were projected through the planning period.
It 1s assumed that no major changes would occur in policy, direction, or

Y During the preparation of this EIS the bark beetle situation changed from
an epidemic situation to a post epidemic condition. As a result reference to
epidemic conditions vary by alternative depending on when the alternative was
developed during the pianning process.
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public demand and that current programs such as wildlife and range
forage production would continue at present levels., This alternative
provides the baseline for comparison with other alternatives.

FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - In Alternative A, the budget is held to one and
one half the 10 year average in the first decade, timber yield is
limited to the current level, and the High Uinta's Wilderness is
assigned to a wilderness prescription.

DISCUSSION - Existing trends would be perpetuated throughout the
planning period under Alternative A. Timber harvest would continue
below Timber Management Pian (TMP) calculated levels. Recreation
facilities would continue to deteriorate but at a slower rate than the
current decline. RPA 80 water yield targets would not be met. Wildlife
habitat diversity and habitat capability would be maintained at current
tevel during the first decade. 01d growth habitat would be maintained
by the current timber program alone, but could be greatly reduced by the
mountain pine beetle epidemic. Aspen would continue its present
deteriorating trend until the third decade. The present range capacity
would be maintained. The mountain pine beetle epidemic would continue
its present rate of spread. A moderate trail maintenance and
construction program would be emphasized.

Table 1I-4 displays the outputs for alternatives by decade.
ALTERNATIVE B: COORDINATED RESQURCE ALTERNATIVE

OBJECTIVES AND ASSUMPTIONS - Alternative B was formulated to display the
costs/benefits and output Tevels of an accelerated timber harvest
emphasis. The reason for accelerating the harvest is to salvage and
utilize beetle-killed lodgepole and ponderosa pine. It is assumed that
markets are available to utilize the additional timber made available
and that budgets would be sufficient to support the accelerated program.

FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - Under this alternative, no budget constraints are
imposed. Timber harvest levels are increased for the first two decades
and then returned to near current level for the remainder of the
planning period. The recreation funding schedule in FORPLAN model
provides for meeting conservative projected demands. Investments in
range and wildlife improvements are programmed at current levels, and
the High Uintas Wilderness 1s assigned a wilderness prescription.

DISCUSSION - Implementation of Alternative B would result in conditions
similar to the current program by the end of the planning period.
However, the rate of change would be over a 20 to 30 year period rather
than 50. Timber harvest levels would increase for the Tirst two decades
and then decline to 15 percent above the current program. BDeterioration
of recreation facilities could be eliminated in time. RPA 80 water
yield targets would not be met. Although investments in wildlife
improvements remain at the current level, habitat capability for big
game would decline somewhat by the end of the planning period. Harvest
activities alone would not adversely impact mature/old growth habitat by
the fifth decade. Aspern management would approach the optimum in terms
of mixed age class distribution. Range management investments would be
maintained and 1ivestock capacities would increase. A high level trail
maintenance and construction program1¥oggd be emphasized.



Table I1-4 displays the outputs for alternatives by decades.
ALTERNATIVE C: MARKET OPPORTUNITIES

OBJECTIVES AND ASSUMPTIONS - The objective of this alternative is to

display the output levels, costs, and benefits resulting from management
emphasis on commodities such as timber, 1ivestock forage, and developed
recreation. It is assumed that there is a demand for all market value
outputs.

FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - The budget is held to one and one half times the

10 year average for the first decade under this alternative. Timber
harvest js programmed at a constant high level throughout the planning
periad, The High Uintas Wilderness 1s assigned a wilderness
prescription. Analysis area access is constrained to meet
water/sediment limits. Investments 1n range improvements are doubled.

Developed recreation investments are set to meet a moderate demand
projection. Harvest levels for Douglas fir and ponderosa pine are
limited. Harvest would be emphasized in the lodgepole pine.

DISCUSSION - This alternative would result in major changes from the

present condition of the Ashley National Forest. Road construction

levels would be accelerated with the increased timber harvest levels.
The availability of some dispersed recreation activities would decline.
Existing recreation facilities would be improved and new facilities
would be constructed. Water yields would increase, although RPA 80
targets would not be met and water quality would tend to decline.
Wildlife habitat diversity would be maintained but habitat capability
for elk and deer would decline from the current situation in the first
decade, Aspen habitat would continue the present trend until the third
decade when management activity approaches the optimum. Range
management would be emphasized and capacities would increase one and one
half times the current by the end of the planning period., Although the
accelerated timber program would help decrease the level of fuel loading
and increase productive acres, the mountain pine beetle would still
continue to run its course. Riparian and sagebrush habitat would be
reduced. A low trail maintenance and construction program would be
emphasized.

I1-4 displays the outputs for alternatives by decades.
ALTERNATIVE D: Non-Market Opportunities

OBJECTIVES AND ASSUMPTIONS - Alternative D is designed to display the

output Tevels and costs/benefits that would occur 1f non-market Services
such as dispersed recreation, wildlife, and water were emphasized
throughout the planning period. It is assumed that demand would utilize
all outputs produced and timber harvesting would be required to
emphasize the water resource,

FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - Under this alternative, the budget would be held

to one and one half times the 10 year average for decade one. Timber
harvest is programmed to be constant at a level below the current,
Wilderness is prescribed for the High Uintas Wilderness. Wildiife
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habitat improvement investment is set at a high level. Moderate to high
investments are prescribed for developed recreation to maintain and
increase dispersed recreation use levels.

DISCUSSION - Change in character of the Ashiey National Forest would
tend to proceed more slowly under this alternative. Approximately 40
percent of the Forest would remain in its existing condition. Road
construction levels would be decreased with the lower timber harvest.

A high trail maintenance and construction program would be emphasized.
Water yield would 1increase in the first decade and stabilize at or
sltightly above current levels but RPA 80 targets would not be met.
Water quality would be improved from alternatives F and G because of
programmed restoration work. Wildlife habitat diversity would be
maintained but habitat capability would be improved for elk and deer
from the current situation. 01d growth habitat would be more than
adequate to support existing dependent species. Aspen habitat would
continue its present downward trend until the third decade. By the end
of the planning period, aspen age classes would be near an optimum mix.
Livestock forage production would be considerably below present levels
and capacities would decline. Timber harvest levels would be adequate
to utilize some of the beetle kiiled trees but fuel Toading would still
1ncrease as the epidemic continued.

Table II-4 displays the outputs for alternatives by decade.
ALTERNATIVE E: 1980 RPA Program

OBJECTIVE AND ASSUMPTIQONS - The objective of Alternative E is to display
the costs and benefits over the planning period 1f RPA 80 output targets
are met. It is assumed for this alternative that demand would utilize
all goods and services produced. It is also assumed that stocking of
atlotments with the proper class of livestock is possible.

FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - The budget is programmed at one and one half times
the 10 year average for the first decade and then Timited to RPA 80
levels for the remaining four decades. Timber yield is set to meet RPA
80 targets and is constant through the planning period. Acreage
prescribed to wilderness is that of the High Uintas Wilderness.

DISCUSSION - Management under this alternative would result in some
acceleration in the present rate of change of the condition of the
Forest. As timber harvest levels increase, road construction would
increase. Recreation facilities would continue to deteriorate but at a
slower than present rate of decline. RPA water yield targets would not
be met. Wildlife habitat diversity would be maintained and habitat
capability for elk and deer would be similar to current.

01d growth habitat would remain adequate to support existing populations
of dependent species. However, additional 1oss to the mountain pine
beetle epidemic could reduce the habitat capability considerably. Aspen
habitat would continue its present trend until harvest begins in the
third decade., Investments in livestock forage would be increased over
the current level and capacities would be increased somewhat. The
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mountain pine beetle epidemic would continue but the increased timber
harvest would help lower fuel loading. A moderate trail maintenance and
construction program would be emphasized.

Table II-4 displays the outputs for alternatives by decade.

ALTERNATIVE F: CURRENT BUDGET

OBJECTIVE AND ASSUMPTIONS - The objective of Alternative F is to
determine the Tevel of goods, services and costs/benefits that could be
produced if budget levels remain constant at the present level
throughout the planning period. It is assumed that demands for outputs
will continue and that the Forest wiil continue to provide a mix of
goods and services,

FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - Under this alternative, the budget is made
constant at the current 10 year average over the planning pericd.

Timber harvest is reduced and held constant. No investments are
programmed for wildlife, range, or recreation improvements. Wilderness
status is prescribed for the High Uintas Wilderness.

DISCUSSION ~ Management under Alternative F would produce some outputs
but all demands would probably not be met. Timber harvest levels would
be greatly reduced from the current. Roads, trails, and other
facilities would continue to deteriorate. RPA 80 water yield targets
would not be met., Wildlife habitat diversity would be maintained except
as influenced by the pine beetie epidemic. 01d growth habitat would
approach the optimum for old growth dependent species except as
influenced by the beetle epidemic. Habitat capability for elk and deer
would be slightly improved from current. Aspen habitat would continue
to decline until the fi1fth decade when harvest levels would be greatly
increased. Beetle-killed timber would be harvested at much less than
current rates, therefore, fuel loading would increase. Range production
wouid decline somewhat. A low trail maintenance and construction
program would result.

Table 1I-4 displays the outputs for alternatives by decade.
ALTERNATIVE G: REDUCED BUDGET

OBJECTIVE AND ASSUMPTIONS - The objective of Alternative G 1s to
determine what Tevel of goods and services could be produced if budget
levels were reduced by 25 percent of the current 10 year average. It is
assumed that demand for outputs will continue and that some level of
commodity production must be maintained if possible. It is also assumed
that the present land base will be retained in National Forest system
ownership.

FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - Budget levels would be limited to 75 percent of
the present 10 year average for the entire planning period, Timber
harvest is reduced from the current and held constant. The Wiiderness
prescription is assigned for the High Uintas Wilderness. HNo investments
are programmed for range or wildlife improvements, or for recreation
maintenance or construction.
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DISCUSSION - The character aof the Forest under management by Alternative
G would remain basically the same as present, Timber harvest levels
would be reduced from the current and road construction would be slower
than the present rate.

Recreation improvements, roads, trails and other facilities would
deteriorate. Water yield levels would stabilize and RPA 80 targets
would not be met. Wildlife habitat capability would increase or be
maintained for most species, except as influenced by the beetle
epidemic. 01d growth habitat would be adequate with the largest portion
being included in a non-harvest prescription. Aspen rejuvenation would
not begin until the third decade, so the present downward trend would
continue until then. Livestock capacities would deciine without
investments. The beetle epidemic would continue to run its course and
fuel Toading would increase.

Table II-4 displays the outputs for alternatives by decade.
ALTERNATIVE H: LIVESTOCK-TIMBER

OBJECTIVES AND ASSUMPTIONS - The objective of Alternative H is to
determine the feasibility and the costs/benefits of meeting the Draft
RPA 85 targets for timber production and Tivestock grazing. It is
assumed that the Forest would be obligated to provide some mix of goods
and services. It is also assumed that the proper class of Tivestock
would be available for all allotments.

FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - The budget is Timited to one and one half times
the ten year average for the first decade 1n this alternative. Timber
yield is increased for the first two decades, reduced to the current
level in the third decade and then held constant. High investment is
prescribed for range improvements. There are no investments prescribed
for recredation maintenance or construction. Wildlife habitat
investments are held to the current level. MWilderness is prescribed for
the High Uintas Wilderness.

DISCUSSION ~ Management under Alternative H would result in conditions
similar to the current except for the high level of investments in
lijvestock forage production. Timber harvest would increase and then
decline to present levels. Road construction would accelerate for the
first three decades.

The condition of recreation facilities would continue to decline but at
a siower rate then at present. RPA 80 water yield targets would not he
met. Wildlife habitat diversity would probably be maintained except as
influenced by the pine beetle epidemic. 0ld growth habitat would
probably be reduced below the existing amount by the end of the planning
period, Habitat capability for elk and deer would be essentially
maintained. Sage grouse habitat capability may be reduced as a result
of the high level of investment in livestock forage production. Aspen
habitat would continue 1ts present downward trend until harvest begins
1n the third decade. The increased timber harvest would utilize some
beetle killed timber, but the epidemic would continue to run its course.
A moderate trail maintenance and construction program would resuit.
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Table II1-4 displays the outputs for alternatives by decades.
ALTERNATIVE I: ACCELERATED HARVEST

OBJECTIVES AND ASSUMPTIONS - The objective of this alternative is to

display the costs, benefits and outputs of goods and services that would
be realized if the salvage and utilization of beetle killed timber were
accelerated. It is assumed that markets will be found to utilize the
additional timber made available and that budgets will be sufficient to
support the program.

FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - There are no budget 1imits set in this

alternative. Timber harvest levels are pushed to high levels the first
two decades and then drop to about 15 percent above the current for the
last three decades of the planning period. Recreation maintenance and
construction investments are programmed to partially meet projected
demands. Investments in wildlife and range improvements are held to
current levels through the planning period. Wilderness prescriptions
are prescribed for the High Uintas Wilderness.

DISCUSSION - Management under Alternative I would result in an

acceleration in the rate of change of the condition of the forest. Road

construction would increase concurrent with increased timber harvest.
Recreation facilities would continue to deteriorate but at a slower than
current rate. RPA 80 water yield targets would not be met. Wildlife
habitat would be more than adequate to maintain the present population
levels of dependent species except as influenced by the beetle epidemic,
Overall habitat diversity would be maintained. The aspen type would
continue its present decline until the third decade. The increased
timber harvest would result in less fuel loading but the pine beetle
epidemic would continue. Range capacities would be increased with the
increased forage production resulting from opening timber stands. A
high level trai1l maintenance and construction program would be
emphasized.

Table II-4 displays the outputs for alternatives by decades.
ALTERNATIVE J: BALANCED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (PREFERRED)

OBJECTIVES AND ASSUMPTIONS - The objective of this alternative is to

display the outputs and cost/benefits that would occur while salvaging
beetle killed lodgepole pine where practical, maintaining existing
commodity outputs, and giving special emphasis to recreation and
wildiife resources.

FORPLAN CONSTRAINTS - Under this alternative no budget constraints were

imposed. The timber harvest levels are limited to 21 MMBF during the
first decade. Commercial harvesting in aspen stands and cable logging
on 40% plus slopes during decade 1 are constrained. There are high
investments proposed for dispersed recreation development sites. Also
investments are proposed for livestock and wildlife resources.
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DISCUSSION - Management under Alternative J provides for a moderate
level of harvest of beetle killed lodgepole while giving emphasis to
recreation and wildlife. Area G contains additional acres than
Alternative B and acres remaining essentially undeveloped at the end of
Lthe first planning period is the second highest of all alternatives
{(only Alternative G is higher). Management under Alternative J would
result in conditions similar to the current situation except for higher
levels of investment in recreation and wildiife. Road construction and
timber harvest are reduced below the B alternative. The condition of
recreation facilities would improve above current level. 01d growth
habitat would be reduced due to the beetle epidemic but protection of
old growth will be emphasized tn Tive conifer vegetative types. Aspen
habitat would continue its present downward trend until harvest begins
in the third decade except in those areas identified for wildiife
habitat improvement. Range capacities would remain near current level.
Water yield would increase concurrent with timber harvesting and beetle
killed trees, but will not meet RPA 80 water yield targets. This
alternative contains the highest 1nvestment level of all alternatives in
trail construction/reconstruction.

In addjtion, the Forest may consider an additional 11,000 acres of site
preparation per year on stagnated lodgepole stands, (3" in diameter),
partial cut areas that do not have enough Tive trees to recover, and
pole size stands (6"-7") that have beetle kill in excess of 80%. These
areas will be treated where other resource activities such as wildlife,
recreation, watershed, and landscape management can be improved. This
may be accomplished by such methods as prescribed burns, timber
harvesting, and fuelwood gathering. The NEPA process will be used to
fully display the site specific and cumulative effects.

. COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL

This section displays the ten alternatives and identifies their
simularities and differences using various narrative statements and
related tables.

Several types of past and proposed land use decisions remain constant in
all alternatives. These include:

Endangered and threatened species Utility corridors

Cultural resources Wild and Scenic River

Human and community development (Green River potential)

Land purchase, acquisition, and Central Utah Project
adjustment Yernal Municipal Watershed

Research Natural Areas High Uintas Wilderness

Sheep Creek Geological Area

Each alternative is made up of different mixes or combinations of
management prescriptions. The FORPLAN model assigns individual pres-
criptions to analysis areas based on direction given to it for each
alternative. The total acres assigned to each prescription identified
for each alternative is shown in Tabie II-1. With evaluation of various
combinations of prescriptions for each alternative it is possible to
jidentify the differences between alternatives. Each prescription is
described in a narrative form following Table II-1 to further help with
the identification of similarities and differences between the

alternatives.
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TABLE II-1 ACREAGE ASSIGNMENT BY MANAGEMENMT PRESCRIPTION

Management FORPLAN Identifiers Alternatives
Prescription Emphasis Intensit A B C 3] F G H i J
a. Candidate Research Natural Minimum Minimum
Area? (or Custodial Manage- | Level Level 23,009 1,993 1,993 1,893 21,993 21,993 218,711 1,993 1,993 1,993
ment
b. Moderate Timber Timber Moderate | 15,674 33,967 119,576 10,101 29,665 -— -— 13,876 25,374 11,364
¢. Timber High Timber High 29,944 ——— 66,871 32,027 54,916 -—- -— 32,335 27,063 -
d. High Forage Production and Forage High 64,258 73,059 125,595 46,480 79,814 2,345 2,345 176,976 66,790 64,567
Livestock Utilizaetion
e. Wildiife Habitat Emphasis LWiidlife High 20,353 20,353 -—- 34,885 34,885 28,307 24,555 19,345 21,215 28,605
f. Dispersed Recreation Roaded | Dispersed |Moderate 67,793 155,366 120,533 60,913 111,859 245,846 109,798 78,519 111,309 155,830
¢. Undeveloped Dispersed Recreation]High 159,857 69,401 6,062 145,844 6,583 147,188 180,006 55,520 7,164 83,785
Recreation Unroaded
h. Developed Recreatton and Developed |Low
Forest Administrative Sites | Recreation ——— 20,000 20,000 20,000 —— -_— — 20,000 20,000 20,000
1. high Uintas Wilderness W-1derness |Moderate | 273,426 273,426 273,426 272,426 273,426 273,426 273,426 273,826 273,420 273,426
k. Maximum Water Yiela Water High 3,015 3,085 3,015 693 .3,015 - 60 2,261 3,015 3,015
1. Dptmization of Wildife Wild11fe/
Habitat Through Timber Timber Moderate 294 294 294 294 2,210 B8B,765 43,146 294 294 1,794
Harvest at Moderate Levels
n. Range of Resource Uses and Ex1sting
Outputs Commodity Productiun| Situation [Low 719,36 725,102 647,959 706,559 741,546 523,000 540,764 687,695 820,568 734,L68
todified for Amenity
Production
Py NRA Existing Situation
p. NRA Timber Emphasis NRA TimberiHigh 101 502 450 101 - -— - 160 102 111
q. MRA Ferage Emphasis NRA Forage| High - 1,534 385 ——— ——- -— —— 13,948 -—- —--
NRA
r. HRA W11d11fe Emphasis Wildl1fe High 16,194 15,144 5,760 59,805 32,918 62,350 381 16,228 14,907 14,661

--- Indicates prescription did not come into solution for that alternative.
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ACTIVIYY

=

{See Table (1-1 For Acres Assigned to Each Prescription By Alternative)

AREA CAND IDATES

Description of
Area

PRODUCT 10N

Sa ~ HIGH TIMBER PRODUCT ION

These are areas of minimal manage~-
ment impacts. VYarious representa-
tive ecosystems are being inven-
torled to be maintained In near
natural conditions for future
resoarch use. See the candidate
areas |Isted by name, size, and
tocation in the EIS. The pre-
scription Is designed For custodlai

level management.

This occurs on forested lands with
commercial timber stands. Although
providing the Ashley Forest's highest
timber production, there is stil|
only & moderate* level of Investment
for the timber resources.

This occurs In commercial timbered
analysls areas outside of Flaming
Gorge NRA, High Uintas Wilderness
and other such speclal areas.

officlal designation. Grazing
presently not encouraged. No
improvements.

Fivestock 1f 11+ does not

interfere with regeneration.
improvements onty If they don't
decrease the yield or Increase the

cost of production

Racrestjon Use wiil not be encouraged and may High dispersed use. Development Generally wilt be In roaded natural
be discouraged or even | imlted. wilt not be detrimental to the R.0.8. areas. Recreation management
Minimal administration. Low timber resources. May IImlt use for and administration wil| be at full
Investment. VQO's managed as publ ic safety and/or to protect the service level. V.,0.0.'s of minimum
Inventoried. Investment or rescurce. Standard modlfication will be acceptable.
sorvice level. VQ0O's of Maximum
Modiflcation or Modi¢lication.
¥iidilfe No improvements Developments wll{ not Increase the Improvements permitted 1f they do
cost of timber production or not decrease timber yields or
decrease timber yleld (i.e. no Increase timber costs. Short term
permanent vegetative conversions.) benefits to some specles may occcur
as a result of vegetatlive management
but other species dependant on old
Rarge Closed to permitted grazing after Transitory range is available for Protect cutover areas by fencing

or herding where necessary to pro=
tect reproduction from grazing.
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CONTINUED
= b= MODERATE TIMBER Ca= HIGH TIMBER PRODUCTION

Activity AREA CANDIDATES PRODUCT ON

Yimber No harvest Open to commerclal and personal use Same as be except that regeneration
harvest., Cultural treatments to of harvested stands will generally
meet production objectives. be by planting instead of natural

regeneration, Additicnal cultural
treatment entries will be by planting
_Instead of natural regeperation.

Minerals tLease with no surface occupancy. All dlsturbed sites must be rehabl!~ No restrictions other than what's
1tated and regenerated, Jn_the Standards and Guldelines.

Facilities No utility/transportation corridors. Construction as needed to meet Constructlon as needed to meet

Ro construction. No trall mainte- management objectives. Maintenance management objectives. Maintenance

nance, as required. Local roads usually as reqguired. Local roads usuaily
closed after fuelwood removal unless closed after fuelwood removal unless
needed for resource management needed for resource management
activities, activities,

Protection Manage for natural conditions. Protect timber resources as neces- Protect fimber resources as neces-
Sary. Immediate and aggressive con~ sary. Immediate and aggressive con-
troi but with a cost consistent with trol bu¥ with a cost consistent with

ARagens : g 16 and manaqomer ob le z

Riparian Protect Restore and maintain. Special Restore and maintain.

* Moderate Investment = Timber - one precommerclai thinning and cne or more
commercial Thinning operations.

harvesting techniques réquired.

=21

Low Investment = 40 of area may be treated with
precommercial and/or commercial operations.




MANAGENENT AREA_PRESCRIPTIONS
FOR ALTERMAT IVE DEYE} OPMENT

ACTIVITY

{See Table 11-1 for Acres Assigned to Each Prescription by Alternative)

LIVESTOCK UTIL IZATION

Description of
Area

Q. = WILOLIFE HABITATY EMPHASIS

f. - DISPERSED RECREATION ROADED

May otcur on forested or
naon-forested analysis areas
scattered throughout the Forest.

tncludes portions of: summer and
winter renges, T&E habltat,
strutting areas, calving and
fawning areas, and spawnlng areas
on timbered and non-tImbered analy-
sls areas.

Areas recelving & variety of uses In
a variety of landforms and vegeta—
tlon types located throughout the
Forest in a roaded environment.

Open to al! recreational uses and
generally atl travei. May !imit
or discourage use Yo reduce
conflicts with | ivestock use.
Standard service level VQO's
variable to meet range resource
neeads except In highiy
sensitive areas..

May be closed or restricted In a
District Travel Plan during key
area use periods. Standard service
level. No new developed sites,
Road closures may be common In
stress seasons for the featured
specles. V¥Q0's variable to meet

New wlidl ife improvements In pri-
mary and secondary range will be
coordinated closely with range
interests and will not be detri-
mental to |ivestock. Habltat
diverstty may be reduced as the
~result of vegetative manipulation

VQ0's at fnventoried standards. ODis-
persed recreation is favored over

other resources. Travel plan will
be used fo preotect resocurces while
permitting access. Standard

service level.

Key areas protected to maintain
their functionability. Priority
for wiid! ife lmprovement do!lars.

Improvements designed to enhance
recreation opportunities and opti-
mize species diversity. Key or
critical areas wlll be emphasized,

Secondary range will be aggres-
sively lmproved. I!avestments on
primary range will be maintained
prior Yo new Improvements and
prior to development on secondary

range.

Forage allocations go first to
wlldiIfe needs, All Improvements
wilt be designed not to be detri-
mentai to wiidlife. Llvestock
grazing may be |imited or excluded.

Travel (or recreation) conflicts
may require expenslve controls.
Forage not required for wildlife
will be aliocated to permitted

| tvestock.,
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LIYESTOCK UTILIZATION

CONT INUED

e, ~ WILDLIFE HABITAT EMPHAS]S

f. = DISPERSED RECREATION ROADED

Harvest allowed for Increasing
forage production and If no
interference In grazing management
systems., Harvest can be used for
permanent vegetative conversions,
Simiiar prescription as MA b but
regeneration not enccuraged.

Sale activities ailowed within
forage/cover ratio requirements

and to maintain or enhance habltat.
Site preparation, regeneratlon, and
TSI work will be designed to

meet cover needs/requlirements.

Some stands may be held beyond nor-
mal rotation ages. Retalns 5% of

area.in.old growth habitat.

Harvest designed to enhance recrea-
tion, wildl 1fe, and visual opporiu-
nitles. Transltory range allocated
to wildl ife.

No restrictions other than what's in
¥he Standards and Guldel lnes.

Construction allowed as needed.
Maintenance at high levels (3 or 4)
on malin roads.

Prescribed burning used to manage
resources but aggressive preveation
and supprassion to protect resources

stabil ity.

Minarals Sites on primary and secondary May have seascnal restrictions for
range wil! be rehabilitated to access or selsmic work. No surfece
improve forage production. . ocqupancy may be appljed.

Eacjiitles As needed to maintain AMPIs, Temporary roads for timber harvest.
Other construction permitted If New construction mitigated for
confl icts with | ivestock are wildl Ife needs.
mitigated.

Protectlon Prescribed fire to Improve forage Prescribed burning may be commonly
production and range condition. used to Improve wiidife forage pro-

duction and condlitions.

Riparian Maintain to protect streambank Allow activity only to Improve

wildl Ife habltat. Protect.
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_under heavy use levels,

Maintain. Control as needed to
protect stréambank stablil ity,
minimize sedimentation, prevent
compaction, and maintaln visuals.



ACTIVITY

MANAGEMENT AREA PRESCRIPTIONS

"EOR_ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT
(See Table ti1-1 For Acres Assigned To Each Prescription By Alternative)
gs= UNDEVELOPED DISPERSED b, - DEVELOPED RECREATION SITES AND 1. = HIGH DINVAS WILDERNESS
RECREAT ION UNROADED FOREST ADMINISTRATIVE SITES

Pescription of
Arsa

A variety of timbered and
noh-timbered fands beitween mid

and high elevatjons.

These facilities are located
through~out the Forest In other

management. areas as inclusions,

Management is under the dfirection of
the Utah Wiiderness Act of 1984,

Recreation Travel Plan will be used to Developed recreaticn emphasized at No developed recreation sltes.
resclve confl icting uses, Facili- standard service level, Entrance permits or other types of
ties commonly used for publlic management tools may be necessary to
safety and convenience and for prevent over use or user conflicts.
protection of the site. Moderate VQO is preservation. Standard
lnvestment. service level,

Mildiife improvements allowed to improve Streamside improvements oniy. Hab 1tat manipulation by natural
habitat, . means onty,

Range Structural Improvements only If Closed to permitted use. Adminis- Livestock utilization permitied.
Yhey don't detfract from trative and recreation horse use Range improvement construction only
recreational use. In designated areas where |ivestock for the protection of +he wllderness

cae be kept separated from publlc,  resource,

Limbher No harvest. Vegetative manipuia- Harvest only in hazardous situa- No harvest., Dead and down materizis
tion | imited fo creation of fions (to the public or the can be used for fuelwood for on-site
wlidl tfe openings and for Investments) or +o implement use only.
enhancement of recreation oppor- vegetative management plans.,
tupities,

Minerais Stipulations wil! be applled as Withdraw from mineral entry or Withdraw from mining and mineral
needed to protect the resources or use No Surface Occupancy Stiputa- entry.
mitigate impacts. Vallidation exam- Tion.

Inatlons will be required prior fo
expioration or claim development,
_Recommend no surface occupancy.,
Eacilities No road construction. Facilities New construction within approved

may be constructed for public
safety, cohvenience, and protec-
tlon of the site,

site plans. Traffic contreols and
gating may be used,
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CONT INUED
9.~ UNDEVELOPED DISPERSED ha ~ DEVELOPED RECREATION SITES AND 1. ~ HIGH UINTAS WILDERNESS
ACTIVITY RECREAT ION UNROADED FOREST ADMINISTRATIVE SITES
Protection Controt only +o protect investments. Protect ail Investments. Wildfire and rarely prescribed fire
Prescribed burning may be used to may be used to reduce fuel [oading
Improve forage production and and to malntain or enhance the
range..condition. wiiderness resource,
Riparien Protect, Maintain to protect streambank

stabllity, minimize sedimentation,
prevent compactlion, and maintaln
visuats.
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ACTINITY

MANAGEMENT AREA PRESCRIPTIQNS

EOR ALTERNATIVE DEVELOPMENT ™

(See Table II-1 For Acres Assigned To Each Prescription By Alternative)

K. = MAXIMIM WATER YIELD

Descrlption of
Area

These areas are In forested stands
at mid to high elevations.

This area occurs in timbered
anajysis areas outside Flaming
Gorge NRA and the High Uintas
Se

Resource protection as needed

outside of NRA. Low investment.

management obJectives (i.e.

management ob Jectives.

protection of water quality.) = as required.

Maintenance

Recreatjion No improvements. Dispersed Vehlcle access to meet the manage- Resource protecticon as needed,
recreation would be at less than ment objectives controlled in the covered in Travel Plan. Developed
standard service levals. VQO can Travel Plan. VQO's may be reduced recreation at less +than standard
be Modification or Maximum Modi- from inventoried ievels, service tevel except In Alternative
fication, J where standard service level Is

used, YQ0's as inventorled. . .

Wiidlife Yegetative manipuiation would con- Optimize specles diversity and Access may be controlied to
sfder location, shape, size, and production. Vegetative manipula- enhance wildlIfe habitat. Improve-
orientation of harvesting units. tion achieved through timber ments altowed on a [ow investment

harvest. basis., Habitat diversity would
remaln fairly stable.

Range Permitted |ivestock may be used Forage not required for wildiife improvements coordinated with
fo maintaln harvested openings. wili be aliccated to permltted wiidl Ife and recreation.

| ivestock,

Timbher Smai| sales with the cbjectlive of Natural regeneration. Manage Harvest coordinated with wildiife
Tncreasing water yieids. VYegeta- timber to retain at least 5% of and recreatlion, Some old growth
tive manipulating would consider the area in old growth habitat. retained. Low investment.
locatlon, shape, size, and orienta-
tion_of harvesting units.

Minerais No restrictions other than what No restrictions other than what No restrictions other than what is
is_in the = e & 3 7 = 1 he andard BN de Ne

Facitities Construction as needed to meet Construction as needed to meet Construction as needed to meet

management objectives. Maintenance

as required.
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() ()

ACTIVITY Ko = MAX{MUM WATER YIELD

Protection Control only to protect investments. Prescribed burning to enhance habi- Prescribed fire allowed.
Prescribed fire may be used to meet tat and reduce conflagration
the ob Jectives of the Management potential.
Area..

Riparian Maintaln. Maintain and restore. Maintaln and restore.
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ACTIVITY

(See Table 11-1 For Acres Assigned To Each Prescription By Aiternative)

. n) = NRA EXISTING SITUATION

Description of
Area

pa= NRA TIMBER EMPHASIS

These are lands in the NRA that
have the existing low prescription
appl led. Activities and practices
recognize and emphaslze the
recreation and wildl ife values
within the NRA, Standards and
guidel ines are modifled to comply
with Publ jc Law 90-540,

Q. =~ NRA FORAGE EMPHASIS

These tands are the timbered areas
within the Flaming Gorge NRA that
are identifled as sultable for
timber production., Timber produc-
tion will be optimizéed while
meeting the intent and direction
of Publlc Law 90-540,

These lands are In the NRA that will
be managed to optimize }lIvestock
forage while recognizing the domi-
nance of recreaticn and scenics.

Dispersed recreation is high and
will be managed at standard
service levei over most of area.

Dispersed recreation opportunities
wil]l generally be in the Roaded
Natural ROS class.

Recreation activities managed at
standard service levei.

ORV restrictions used to protect
wildil ife, recreation, and watershed
values., VQO at inventoried level.

Dispersed recreation opportunities
will generaliy be In the Roaded
Neturai ROS ciass.

Recreatlon activities managed at
standard service level.

ORV restrictions used to protect
wild! ife, recreation, and water-
shed values. VYQO at inventoried

_level,

Wiidl Ife habitat diversity would

remain stable.

Improvements made on existing herd
unit plans where compatible with
NRA direction. Access control may
be used for wlldiife enhancement
where compatibie with NRA direction.

Transitory forage Increases from
Timber activities wil} bpe allocated
to wildilfe.

Improvements permitted [f not In
confl ict with prescription
obJective.

Maintain levels of utiiization and
investment based on allotment
management plans where compatible
with NRA direction.

Livestock use of avallable forage
will be permitted when wildl ife
needs have been met.

improvements permitted if compat-
Ible with VQ0's and recreation
gpoortunitjes,

increases in forage above back-
ground levels permitted for

{ tvestock production. Range
improvements permitted where
compatible with NRA objectives,
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ACTIVITY

ni ~ NRA EXISTING SITUATION

CONT{MUED
.= NRA TIMBER EMPHASIS

Q..= NRA FORAGE EMPHASIS =~ =

Timber stands wiil generaliy be
managed on an uneven-aged basls.*

Rotation ages will be extended and
cultural treatment entries wiil be
on lengthler cyclies than normai,

Timber stands will generalfiy be
managed on an uneven-aged basis.
Rotation ages wi!ll be extended and
cul tural treatment entries will be
on lengthler cycles than normat.

HarvesT aliowed for increasing
forage production and if no

confl ict with grazing management
systems or recreation, Harvest
can be used for conversion.

Timber stands will generally be
managed on an uneven-aged basis.
Rotation ages wili be extended and
¢ultural treatment entries will be

on lengthier cycles than normala

Mineral activitlies permitted when
in Compl faﬂce WI'l'h PoLn 90-540.

Use of stipuiations for minerals
activities wil! be applied In
accordance with the matrix In

Appendix i.

Mineral activities permitted when
in compliance with P.L. 90-540,

Mineral activities permitted when
Tn compl lance with P.L. 90-540.

Transportatlon system iocation,
design, construction, and mainte-
nance based on NRA legislative
obJectives.

Trail maintenance will ususally be
Fo standard levels.

Locate, design, construct, and
maintain systems to serve timber
managemeni activities and dlIspersed
recreation. Seasonal closures may
be used to protect facllities and
resource qual ity. Temporary road
denslity will generally be greater
than In timbered areas outslde the
NRA,

Arterial/col |lector roads generally
open to public. Local roads closed
after use. Trails will be main-
tained to mee¥ the needs of recrea-
tlon users and to a standard service
jovel .

Locate, design construct, and
maintaln systems to serve timber
management actlvities and dispersed
recreation. Seasonal closures may
be used to protect faciiitles and
resource quality. Temporary road
density wili generally be greater
than in timbered areas cutside the
NRA.

Arterial/coliector roads generally
open 1o public. Local roads closed
after use. Trails wlt! be main-
tained to meet the nheeds of
recreatlon users and to a standard
service level,

*This Is Inferpreted to mean that "stands" wil| generally contain two or more age classes of trees.

attained by harvesting In small units {1/4 acre to 40 acres) and/or single tree removal.
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ACTIYITY

n] -~ NRA EXISTING 51TUATION

CONT IMUED
Pa.=_NRA TIMBER EMPHASIS

Some vegetative manipulation by
prescribed fire where I+ Is in
keeping with scenic, wildlife, and
recreation purposes as required by
NRA leglslation.

Prescription based on protection of
facilities, wildlife, ¥QO0's, and
fueis abatement.

Q. = NRA FORAGE EMPHAS|S

Prescribed fire permitted. Pre~
scriptions based on facilitles pro-
tection, fusls abatement, management
ob jectives, and YQO requirements.

Prescribed fire permitted. Pre-
scriptions based on faci!ities pro-
tection, fuels abatement, management
objectives, and YQO requlrements,

Protect.

Protect.
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MANAGEMENT AREA PRESCRIPTIONS
"EOR_ALTERNAY IVE DEYELOPHENT
(See Tabie 11-1 For Acres Assigned To Each Prescription By Alternative)
ACTIVITY r. ~ NRA WILDLIFE EMPHASIS
Description of This Management Area consists of
Aroa those iands fdentified as having

special or critical wildl ife capa-
bilitles in the Flaming Gorge NRA,
cb jective is to maintain or
increase wildl Ife specles diversity
and numbers while meeting the
direction for protection of
recreation and visual resource In

Public Law 90-540,

Recreation Dispersed recreation opportunities
wiil generatly be in the Roaded
Natural ROS class.

Recreation activities managed at
standard service level.

ORV restrictions used to protect
wildl| ife, recreation, and watershed
values., YQO at inventoried level.

¥iidlife Structural and non-structural
habitat improvements permitted.

Transitory forage increase
resulting from harvest activities

would be assigned to wildlife use,

Range Livestock utilizatior may be
curtailed or preclued to
enhance or maintain the wildlife

resources.,
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ACTIVITY

r. = NRA WILDLIFE EMPHASIS

Timber stands wili generaliy be
managed on an uneven-aged basis,

Rotatlon ages wiit be extended and
cultural treatment entries wilt be

on lengthier cycles than normal,

Mineral activities permitted when

In compl {ance with P.L. 90-540,

Locate, design, construct, and
maintaln systems to serve timber
management activities and dlispersed
recreation. Seasonal closures may
be used to protect facilitlies and
resource qual ity. Temporary road
density will generally be greater
than in timbered areas outside the
NRA,

Arterial/col tector roads generally
open to publlc, Locai roads closed
after use. Trails will be main-
tained to meet the needs of recrea-
+lon users and to a standard service
level,

Flre prescriptions based on wildlife
needs modifled +o meet YQO and
recreation criteria,

Protect.
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In addition, more information is provided by various resources to
further define differences between alternatives or to compare them,

RECREATION AND WILDERNESS

Specific information that compares recreation outputs with projected
demand and estimated R.0.S. capacity for each alternative is shown
following this introduction. In addition, the preferred alternative (J)
outputs in MRYDs for developed sites, dispersed areas, wilderness,
including wildlife and fish user days are compared to projected and
estimated R.0.S. capacities.

When reviewing the FORPLAN supply of outputs in terms of MRVD's it is
obvious that these outputs do not meet demand figures shown in the same
table. The FORPLAN building blocks such as yield tables, economic
tables, and associated scheduling entries were purposely structured so
that the demand figures could not be exceeded. This action was based on
initial FORPLAN modeling instructions 1imiting the recreation resource
to non-elastic demands. Even with the slightly lower than demand
outputs, the economic program for the FORPLAN modei provides for funding
of the recreation resource for all alternatives at a level that would
allow for meeting recreation demand regardless of cutputs shown in these
tables. Recreation's contributions to present net worth is several
times higher than any of the other rescurces and subsequently further
manipulation or upward adjustments in the FORPLAN outputs would be of
little value. The important thing to keep in mind is the relative value
of these figures and that it is possible to use these figures to compare
the outputs of each alternative and how they relate to estimated demand
and capacity.

Even though demand could probably be met for alternatives F and G it
would be at a reduced level of service. With Alternatives B, H, I and
J, the services would be more in line with the importance and emphasis
given to recreation on the Forest. However, Alternative J provides for
more variation of recreation opportunities than Alternatives B, H, and
I, because of restrictions imposed on roading in the first decade.
Improved methods of management using volunteer programs would be used in
all aiternatives to reduce costs and help to meet public needs.
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COMPARISON OF RECREATION OUTPUTS WITH PROJECTED DEMAND AND
ESTIMATED CAPACITY FOR EACH ALTERNATIVE BY TIME PERIODS

Alternative

CHITOHTMOC | =

AMS Demand MRVDs
and time periods

Inventoried R.0.S.
Capacity
Developed
Dispersed
* Wilderness

Total

1,771
1,806
1,795
1,794
1,744
1,714
1,639
1,800
1,816
1,827

2,005
(1985 to
1994)

2,260
1,815

360

4,435

Decades
FORPLAN Supply of Outputs MRVDs
2 3 4

2,022
2,096
2,076
2,063
1,987
1,871
1,741
2,088
2,105
2,134

2,509
(1995 to
2004)

2,260
1,815
360

4,435

2,332
2,403
2,388
2,357
2,287
2,072
1,896
2,397
3,009
2,472

3,009
(2005 to
2014)

2,260
1,815

360

4,435

2,644
2,732
2,704
2,679
2,590
2,255
2,033
2,720
3,550
2,813

3,550
(2015 to
2024)

2,260
1,815

360

4,435

2,953
3,051
2,995
3,004
2,890
2,503
2,194
3,033
4,069
3,144

4,069
(2025 to
2035)

2,260
1,815

360

4,435

11-34




. MRVD's
Alt. J. Outputs AMS Projection

Supply (FORPLAN) MRVD's Demand Period
Decades  Developed Dispersed Wilderness WFUDs Total

1 809 531 223 2/ 264 1,827 Y 2,005 1985 to
(186 WFUDs) (78 WFUDs)™ 1994
2 940 617 266 2/ 311 2,134 Y 2,509 1995 to
(217 WFUDs) (94 WFUDs)™’ 2004
3 1,119 735 266 2/ B2 2,472 Y 3,009 2005 to
(258 WFUDs) (94 WFUDs)™ 2014
4 1,300 853 266 2/ 394 2,813 Y 3,550 2015 to
(300 WFUDs) (94 WFUDs)™ 2024
5 1,476 968 266 2/ 434 3,144 L/ 4,069 2025 to
(340 WFUDs} (94 WFUDs)™ 2035
Developed Wilderness
Capacity Capacity
2,260 360
. Capacity for total Dispersed (including Dispersed, Wilderness and WFUD's)
2,175
Y These total supply figures are slightly less than demand but with improved
management methods it 1s expected that outputs could be increased to meet
demand throughout decade 5. In addition even though projected demand is
running ahead of reported use starting in decade 1 it is expected that
demand and actual use should tend to equalize during the planning horizon.
2/ WFUDs shown here are included in total WFUDs column but are shown so that
a total dispersed and wilderness supply figures can be determined.
A
A 4
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WILDLIFE AND FISH

No action will be taken in any alternative that will adversely affect a
Threatened or Endangered species. Under all alternatives, the habitat of
Threatened or Endangered species would be managed so that present population
Tevels are maintained or increased.

A1l alternatives will support at least the minimum viable populations of all
species presently inhabiting the forest.

Alternatives D, F, and G would provide for the greatest potential 1increase in
big game popuiations and fish production. This is directly related to an
increased level of habitat improvement with these alternatives. The greatest
decrease in big game numbers and fish production would occur in alternative
C, because there is considerable habitat disturbance and only modest habitat
improvement.

During recent years, approximately $40,000 (1982 dolTlars) per year has been
invested 1n structural and non-structural habitat improvements for wildlife
and fisheries on the Ashley National Forest. This level of investment will
continue in all alternatives except J. Alternative J, the preferred
alternative, will provide about $43,000 (1982 dcllars) per year for wildlife
and fisheries habitat improvement. However, since over 80% of the winter
range for big game species occurs off the Forest, this becomes a major
controlling factor in actual big game population levels.

There is only a small amount of variance of wildlife and fish user days
(WFUD's) between alternatives. Alternative B, H, I, and J show the Targest
increase in the first decade, with alternative G having the greatest decline.
WFUD's increase in all alternatives in the fifth decade over the first decade
current (Alt. A).

ETk and deer are big game Management Indicator Species. Alternatives D, F,
and G provide the largest increases in elk habitat capability, whereas
Alternative C shows the largest decline. For deer, Alternative D shows the
Targesi increase and C the Targest decline. Alternative J, the Preferred
Alternative, provides a habitat capability of over 5,800 for elk and 45,200
for deer. This compares favorably with the Utah Division of Wildlife
Resources goals of 5,500 elk and 42,000 deer for the Ashley.

RANGE

Tables II-4 and II-5 display the changes that occur in range outputs (Animal
Unit Months - AUM) for all alternatives. The Targest increase in AUM's
occurs under Alternatives C and H. The alternative showing the largest
decline is Alternative G in the first decade.

Alternatives H and C have the largest amount of acres assigned to & high
forage and livestock utilization., Under these alternatives, the largest
amount of transitory range could be assigned to livestock. Alternative F and
G have the least amount of land assigned to the Tivestock prescription and
most transitory range would be assigned to wildlife. The other alternatives
have moderate amounts of acreage assigned.

Sensitive plant species are maintained under ail alternatives.
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A TIMBER
4

The long-term sustained yield (LTSY) capacity of all the alternatives

Alternative LTSY (MMCF/ Allowable Sale Quantity per Decade
Decade) Decade 1 Decade 5 Decade 10 Decade 15
A. Current Program 47,332 38.000 38,000 38.000 47,332
B. Coordinated Resource 68.480 75.000 48.000 48.000 68.480
C. Market Opportunity 87.369 60.000 60.000 60,000 87.369
D. Non-Market Opportunity 48.421 38,306 38,306 38.306 48.421
E. 1980 RPA Program 71.268 53.000 58.000 58.000 58.000
F. Current Budget 72,991 10.136 10.136  39.%20 39.920
G. Reduced Budget 43.720 30.817 30,817  30.817 39.964
H. Livestock-Timber Emphasis 57.130 68.000 44,200 44,200 44,200
I. Accelerated Harvest 65.380 110.769 50.000 50.000 53.661
J. Preferred 63.191 53.000 48.000 48.000 48.000

Chapter III and Appendix B contain tables that display the acreage of land
suitable for timber management under the existing situwation. The acres of timber
iand available for management activities varies between alternatives as more or
less acres are assigned to non-developed prescriptions.

Comparison of capable available and suitable acres by alternative.

AR
wr Classification A B C D E F G H I J
1. Non-F?rest Land (Inciudes 536.4 M Acres - All Alternatives
Water
Z. Forest Land 836.8 M Acres - All Alternatives
3. Forest Land Withdrawn * 147.4 M Acres - Al1 Alternatives
4, Forest Land Not Capable ** 96.7 M Acres - A1l Alternatives
5, Forest Land Physically 0 Acres - A1l Alternatives
Unsuitable
6. Forest Land-Inadequate 61.9 M Acres - A11 Alternatives
Inform. ***
7. Tentatively Suitable 530.5 M Acres - All alternatives
8. Forest Land Not Appropriate
**kx (M Acres) 154.8 29.7 0,9 139.8 0.9 141.1 206.6 49.8 2.5
9. Unsuitable Forest Land
(M Acres) 461.1 336.0 307.2 446.1 307.2 447.7 512.9 356.1 308.8
10. Total Suitable (M Acres) 375.7 500.8 529.6 390.7 529.6 389.1 323.9 480.7 528.0
11. Total National Forest Land 1,373.2 M Acres - A1l Alternatives
*  Forest land included in the High Uintas Wilderness
**  Pinyon~-Juniper
***  Forested land producing less than 20 cubic feet of wood fiber per acre
per year
*%*¥%  Includes RNA's, Sheep Creek Geclogical Area and other
AR non-development prescriptions
4
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None of the Forest has been identified as having extreme soil stability or
regeneration probiems that cannot be overcome with existing technology. It
must be noted, however, that some areas of the Forest are sensitive and will
require extra precautions on the location, timing and metheds of harvest to
prevent other resource damage.

Logging methods applied in the various alternatives for 5 decades include
tractor logging and cable logging.

Alternative Tractor - M Acres Cable - M Acres
A 127.9 43.4
B 156.6 82.9
C 168.3 93.2
D 142.8 38.2
E 161.0 94.5
F 41.4 7.7
G 113.8 22.2
H 186.6 44.8
I 176.2 90.8
J 147.8 62.3

Clear cutting harvest systems will be used throughout all alternatives on a
forest-wide basis. While shelterwood, single tree, and group selection
systems are not precluded, they will primarily be used to remove danger trees
from developed sites, within the Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area for
aesthetics, and in highly sensitive visual quality zones. Even within the
NRA, the use of other systems wili be on a limited basis and will generaily
only be in the ponderosa pine timber stands.

Extensive partial cutting in the past has proven to be generally unsuccessful
on the Forest. This is particularly true with lodgepole pine where leave
trees were a continuing source of mistletoe infestation for new stands, where
fuel loadings were impractical to reduce, where windthrow susceptibility was
increased, and where successful natural regeneration of new stands was
reduced.

As shown below, intermediate harvests become increasingly important after six
decades in most alternatives. These intermediate harvests are commercial
thinning entries to maintain spacing and should not be confused with partial
cuts which are regeneration harvests.

Following are displays that compare, by decade, the amount of intermediate
and final harvests by alternative over a fifteen decade time period.
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Natural regeneration is traditionally used on the Ashley National Forest.
The major species component of the commercial timber is lodgepole pine.
Lodgepole cones on the Ashley are approximately half (50%) serotinous which
results in a ready source of seed that is compatible with the moderately
harsh sites found on the Forest. The average time for natural regeneration
to reach acceptable stocking levels is from seven to ten years. The
technical capability exists to assure satisfactory re-stocking within five
years, However, natural regeneration is much less costly and results in
eventual over-stocking that requires thinning to maintain growth.

Alternative J includes a concept that specifically proposes to treat a total
of 22,000 acres of lodgepole stands that need site preparation treatment to
obtain natural regeneration, This area incliudes 5,000 acres of stagnated
stands usually under 3" in diameter, 5,000 acres of partial stands that do
not have enough live basal area to recover, and 12,000 acres of larger 6"-7"
pole size stands that have 80% plus beetle killed trees. It is proposed to
do site preparation work on 11,000 acres of this area during the first
decade. Site preparation work will be done by burning, cutting, crushing, or
by other suitable methods. This work will be keyed directly to management
objectives such as wildlife habitat improvement, meeting adopted VQ0's fuel
loading break up, and timber stand regeneration. The NEPA process will be
used to fully display the site specific and cumulative effects.

WATERSHED

As is common in the arid and semi-arid regions of the West, water quality and
guantity are major issues with many of the publics served by the Ashley
National Forest.

WATER YIELD

In all aiternatives, water yield would be increased as a result of both the
beetle epidemic and management activities, primarily timber harvest.
Coordinated Resource (B), Market (C), Non-Market (D), RPA (E),
Livestock-Timber (H), and Accelerated Harvest (I) alternatives have the
greatest increase in water yield; Current Budget (F), and Reduced Budget (G)
have the Teast increase. The Current Program (A), and the Preferred
Alternative (J), have moderate increases in water yield. The following

two tables display a comparison by alternative of water yield increases over
natural, and yield meeting quality standards.

11-40



WATER YIELD (M. AC. FT.) INCREASES OVER
NATURAL* AND CHANGE FROM FIRST DECADE CURRENT (ALTERNATIVE A)

Time Period

Alternative 86-90 91-00 01-10 11-20 21-30

A 5 (0) 13 (8} 24 (19) 33 (28) 39  (34)
B 8 (3) 22 (17) 38  (33) 49  (44) 56 (51)
C 6 (1) 17 (12) 34 (29) 50 (45) 61 (57)
D 16 (11) 24 (19) 37 (32) 48  (43) 55  (50)
E 8 (3) 20  (18) 37 (32) 51  (16) 62  (57)
F 11 (6) 10 (5) 14 (9) 19 (17) 21 (16)
G 4 (-1) 11 {6) 21 (16) 29 (24) 34 (29)
H 8 (3) 22 (17) 38 (33) 50 (45) 55  (50)
I 12 (7) 30 (25) 46 (41) 55  (50) 60  (55)
J 5 (0) 14 (9) 28  (23) 40 (35) 50 (45)
Max Water 15  (10) 40  (35) 66  (61) 82 (77) 81 (76)
Benchmark
* Increases include all water increases, and
not just water meeting quality goals.
%f Increase over natural
=/ Change from lst Decade Current (Alternative A)
TOTAL WATER YIELD (M. AC. FT.)
AND YIELD MEETING QUALITY STANDARDS
Time Periods
Alternative 86-90 91-00 01-10 11-20 21-30
Yy 2 Yy o2 Yy o2 Yy o2 y o
A 960 (882) 972 (928) 082 (938) 989 (945) 993 (949)
B 963 (885) 981 (937) 996 (952) 1005 (961) 1010 (966)
C 961 (883) 976 (932) 992 (948) 1006 (962) 1016 (972)
D 971 (893) 983 (939) 995 (951) 1004 (969) 1009 (965)
E 963 (885) 979 (935) 995 (951) 1007 (963) 1016 (972)
F 966 (871) 969 (874) 972 (877) 975 (880) 976 (881)
G 959 (864) 970 (875) 979 (884) 985 (890) 988 (893)
H 963 (885) 981 (937) 996 (952) 1006 (962) 1009 (965)
I 967 (889) 989 (945) 1004 (960) 1011 (967) 1014 (970)
J 960 (882) 973 (929) 986 (942) 996 (952) 1002 (958)
Max Water 970 (892) 999 (955) 1024 (980) 1038 (994) 1035 (991)
Benchmark

%5 Total Water Yield

—~ Water Yield meeting quality standards
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WATER QUALITY

It is important to note in the above table that 9,500 acre feet of water
currently does not meet State standards and is not improved in Alternatives F
and G because there is no watershed improvement programmed in these
aiternatives. Alternatives that have investments for watershed restoration
bring this figure up to standards by the year 2000. During the first decade,
sediment would increase and water quality would decline slightly from current
condition in Alternatives B, C, E, I, and J in localized areas.
Site-specific problems, such as soil compaction and surface erosion would
result from recreation uses and lack of cover improvement work. Water
quality would be maintained at near current condition under Alternatives A
and D.

The following table displays a comparison of alternatives by sediment yield
displaying the changes in tons of sediment delivered to live streams., Note
that while several alternatives indicate a significant increase in sediment
delivery, all alternatives were constrained in the FORPLAN model to not
exceed the 10 Nephelometer Turbidity Units (NTU) increase set as a State of
Utah quality standard for turbidity.

SEDIMENT YIELD (M TONS)
AND CHANGE FROM CURRENT FIRST DECADE ( ).

Time Periods

Aiternative 86-90 91-00 01-10 11-20 21-30

A 32 (0) 33 1) 35 (3)
B 32 (0) 38 (6) 43  (35) 48 (16) 49 17)
C 34 (2) 41 9 46 (14) 51  (19) 50 (18)
D 32 {0) 33 1 34 (2) 38 (6) 35 (3)
E 36 (4) a4  (12) 46 (14} 51  (19) 50 (18)
F 31 (~1) 31 (-1) 31 (-1) 32 (0) 34 (2)
G 32 (0) 32 (0) 33 (1) 34 (2) 36 (4)
H 32 (0) 33 (1) 35 (3) 38 (6) 37 (5)
I 32 (0) 36 (4) 43  (11) 50 (18) 48 (16)
J 32 (0) 36 (4) 41 (9) 48  (16) 48 (16)
Max Water 38 (6) 46 (14) 51  (19) 54  (22) 53 (21}
Benchmark 1/

7/ Total Sediment Yield
=/ Change from first decade current Alternative A

Under all alternatives, watershed protection would be coordinated with Tocal,
State, and Federail agencies.

SOILS

Soil erosion would increase under all alternatives, but within the threshold
soil and water quality constraints established by law and regulations. Water
quality and scil productivity monitoring would be most intensive in areas
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where land-disturbing management activities take place in all alternatives
except F and G. Soil productivity would increase slightly with the present
watershed improvement needs being met by the year 2000 in all alternatives
except F and G.

A1l alternatives could result in changes to the environment which may reduce
short term soil productivity, or that affect other uses or resources.

Data to accurately evaluate soil productivity relationships are generally not
available in Region 4. If current direction is implemented, better data
should be available in the future.

The following table displays the percentage of National Forest System land
which provides for the long-term maintenance of soils productivity. Figures
given are for the end of the decade. Acres not maintaining long term so1l
productivity are considered to be the sum of:

(1) Acres identified as part of the soil and water resource ijmprovement
backiog.

(2) Acres permanently taken out of productivity.

{3) Acres where established soil loss tolerance levels are exceeded.

There are currently 1,817 miles on the inventoried road system, 1,400 acres
of administrative sites and approximately 1,000 acres identified as part of
the soil and water resource improvement backlog.

TABLE II-2
LAND PROVIDING FOR THE LONG-TERM MAINTENANCE OF SOIL
PRODUCTIVITY (% MAINTAINED AT THE END OF THE FIRST DECADE)

Decade 1 A B C D E
Current
Acres maintained 1,358,372 1,357,064 1,357,640 1,358,654 1,357,430
% maintained 98.9 98.8 98.9 98.9 98.9
Acre loss 14,847 16,155 15,579 14,565 15,789
F G H I J
Acres maintained 1,359,560 1,359,940 1,357,346 1,356,872 1,359,159
% maintajned 99.0 9g9.0 88.8 98.8 98.9
Acre loss 13,659 16,273 15,873 16,347 14,060
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WATERSHED RESTORATION BACKLOG

Under all alternatives, all so1l and water resources are managed through
mitigation and coordination with other resources to prevent degradation of
the watershed. All alternatives, except F and G, program watershed
restoration to compliete the backlog by the year 2000. Under alternatives F
and G watershed condition would generally remain static Forest-wide, but
would decline in some areas where the untreated watershed in the backlog
would continue to cause erosion problems. Watershed conditions will improve
under alternatives A, B, C, D, E, H, I, and J where restoration work has been
complete,

Coordination and mitigation of Tand use activities on soil and water would be
intensified under Alternatives C, E, H, and I, because of increased
management activities.

RIPARIAN

The amount of riparian ecosystem would remain essentially the same in all
alternatives except C and I where some loss is anticipated. Riparian
ecosystem condition would be maintained or improved in alternatives D and J.
In alternative H, a decline in condition is anticipated, primarily as a
result of increased, or less rigorousiy managed, livestock grazing in
riparian areas. Alternatives C and I would be managed with a timber emphasis
on approximately 50% of timbered riparian areas. Alternatives A, B, E, and H
would emphasize timber on approximately 20% of timbered riparian areas.
Alternatives D and J would emphasize wildlife in riparian areas and timber
harvesting would be done to benefit wildlife or other resources. With
improved riparian condition in alternatives D and J, recreation use will
increase, especially in alternative J. Increased use may result in needed
restrictions to maintain the riparian ecosystem., Use of riparian areas in
alternatives F and G would increase due to a lack of management causing an
overall deterioration of the resource.

FIRE MANAGEMENT

The fire effectiveness index for the alternatives is based on total fire
protection costs plus resource values lost divided by the acres protected.
Fire effectiveness for areas assigned to wilderness prescriptions was assumed
to be constant so only those acres outside the wilderness prescription were
used in calculating the figures shown in Table II-4.

Alternatives B, C, H, I, and J are calculated on increased budgets needed
because of increased activities (risk). Alternatives F and G are calculated
on budgets decreased to meet total alternative budget limitations.
Alternatives D and E are calculated on a constant base level budget, and
alternative A is calculated on a current budget level.

Fuel treatment acreages are based on timber harvest acres in clearcuts. The
alternatives are compared in Table II-4. The comparison base for the
alternatives is decade one of alternative A which has approximately 24
thousand acres or 2,400 acres annually.
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MINERALS

Minerals activities are typically demand related. National and international
issues and activities trigger increases and decreases in the amount of demand
that "walks in the door". Projections of demand and activity are beyond the
capability of this plan. Therefore, 1t is assumed that the number of cases
will remain the same under all alternatives. How mineral activity will be
affected by alternatives is displayed in Chapter IV, Although case numbers
are expected to be the same underall alternatives, where the activity will
take place varies by alternative. Refer to Chapter IV for restrictions by
alternatives. Use of stipulations for mineral activities will be applied in
accordance with the matrix and standard and special stipulations in Appendix
I. Refer to Chapter III for discussion of areas available for minerals
resource activities.

TRANSPORTATICON SYSTEM

Basically the long range arterial and collector road system on this Forest
is complete. The local rocad system also is basically in place. Most of the
road construction proposed in all alternatives would take place in the form
of temporary roads and skid trails associated with timber harvesting
activities. Reconstruction of existing roads would take place as roads
become deteriorated or no longer function properly. The total miles of road
construction/reconstruction proposed for each alternative can be found in
Table II-4. The alternative totals for road construction vary from a low of
4.2 miles for alternative F to a high of 51.4 miles for alternative I with
the current situation of 18.7 miles per year. Alternative J proposes a total
of 25.8 miles of road construction or reconstruction per year,

ECONOMICS

Present net value {PNV) is the measure of economic efficiency used in Forest
Planning. It is defined as the difference between the discounted dollar
value of all priced outputs and the discounted value of all expenditures for
management and investment (the process of discounting expresses all values at
a common date). PNV 1is one important component or effect that is included in
net public benefits., PNV is considered along with other public values which
have not had values assigned. Some of these benefits pertain to such things
as endangered species, visual qualities and desirable spatial arrangement of
various management activities. Similarly, differences in PNV may be related
to the production of public benefits to which prices have been assigned.
Further, differences in PNV may be directly related to the budget
restrictions associated with the alternatives.

An important purpose of this section is to define the differences in the
production of public benefits among alternatives that lead to the differences
in PNV,

Tables II-3, II-7, 11-8, II-9 and the Economic Efficiency Analysis in
Appendix B summarize the economic information that is used in defining
Present Net Value (PNV) and to some extent Net Public Benefits for each
alternative and for the Min Level and Max PNV {Assigned) benchmarks. Table
I1-2 displays the total PNV, Present Value Costs (PYC), and Present Value
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Benefits (PVB) under 4% and 7% discount rates for all the alternatives and
the two benchmarks. Tables II-7 thru 1I-9 provide information for PNV and
FORPLAN priced outputs, PNV and non priced outputs, and PNY and qualitative
effects. More detailed information can be found 1n Chapter IV, Table IV-7,
Table IV-8, and the Economic Efficiency Analysis in Appendix B. (Note: Some
combination of cost categories is necessary to support production of any
particular priced output on a Forest-wide basis under a system of multiple
use or integrated Forest management. Therefore, it would not be correct to
assume that there 1s a one-to-one relationship between the dollar benefits
Tisted under contribution of timber, or other priced output, to total
discounted benefits' and the costs listed under 'contribution of timber, or
other cost category, to total discounted costs.')

Table I1-4 displays the undiscounted average annual costs and benefits by
alternative for the first five decades of the planning horizon. Table II-5
displays changes in costs and benefits from the first decade Current Program
Alternative by each alternative.

TABLE II-3
Present Net Value at 4 and 7% Discount Rates
{1978 MM Dollars Inflated to 1/1/82)

PNY PVC PVB
4% 7% 4% 7% 4% 7%

BENCHMARKS
1. MIN LEVEL 358.6 203.7 69.1 40,1 427.7 243.8
4. Max PNV (Assigned) 598.7 307.3 365.3 229.0 964.0 536.3

{ALTERNATIVES)
A. Current Program 528.9 270.1 237.0 132.0 765.9 402.1
B. Coordinated Resources 490,1 254.,5 315.5 183.0 805.6 437.5
C. Market Opportunity 487.0 249.3 347.1 191.7 844.1 441.0
D. Non-Market 534.8 273.3 269.0 143.7 793.8 417.0
E. 1980 RPA 521.8 258.5 307.6 170.9 829.4 429.4
F. Current Budget 482.3 250.5 163.2 86.5 645.5 337.0
G. Reduced Budget 478.5 251.2 178.8 103.5 657.3 354.7
H. Live Timber Emphasis 534,0 270.7 313.7 180.1 847.7 450.8
I. Accelerated Harvest 539.0 273.1 353.9 211.3 892,9 484.4
J. Preferred Bl7.2 261.3 286.0 159.2 803.2 420.5

Information for Prices of Outputs included in PNV analysis can be found in
Appendix B under Table B-3, B-4, B-5, B-6, and B-7. Costs by resource output
are displayed in Table B-8.
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Resource Outputs, Activities, Costs, and Benefits by Aiternative
and Benchmark on Arnual Basis per Decade *

TABLE 1I1-4 Alternatives Benchmarks
Output/Activity MIH Att, ATt., Alt, Alt, ATt. Alt.  Alt. Alt.  Alt.  Alt. Min Hax Max Max Max
Units Codes L b C D E F G H 1 J Level PNY Timber  Range  Mater
Recreation
Peveloped MRVDS Woe
Decade 1 779 798 792 791 765 74% 709 794 803 809 0 787 677 757 673
Decade 2 861 920 aGs 963 862 801 732 916 925 94¢ G 917 665 842 632
Decade 3 1045 1083 1075 1068 1p21 907 8§14 1080 109z 1119 0 1089 701 952 648
Decade 4 1210 1267 124 129 1182 1004 887 1251 1z74 1300 0 1262 727 1081 696
Lecade 5 1374 1426 1397 1401 1341 1136 972 1417 1444 1476 G 1432 769 1199 754
Dispersed Recreation Other MRVDS1/ W-3
Decade 1 W-5 and
R.0.S. (RN; W7 393 403 400 400 387 378 358 402 406 409 809 396 343 382 340
(5PM) £2 62 52 52 50 49 47 652 53 53 105 52 44 50 a4
(SPNM) 66 68 67 67 65 64 60 68 69 69 136 67 58 65 57
Decade 2
(RN} 445 465 460 456 435 404 370 463 467 475 725 464 393 426 320
(sPM) 58 60 60 59 57 b3 48 60 61 62 94 60 bl 55 42
(SPNIM) 75 79 77 77 74 68 62 78 79 80 122 78 66 72 53
Lecade 3
(RN} 528 547 542 535 5i6 459 411 545 551 566 7C3 550 354 481 327
(SPM} €% 71 71 70 67 60 L1 71 72 74 9] 71 46 63 43
{SPNM) 89 9z Sz g0 87 78 69 ¥4 93 96 119 93 60 81 55
Decade 4
(RN} 612 635 627 621 598 507 448 63z 644 657 681 638 367 546 352
(SPM} a0 &3 82 81 78 66 58 8z 84 85 89 83 48 71 46
(SPNIM) 103 107 106 105 106 86 76 107 109 111 115 107 6¢ 92 58
Decade 5
(RN} 695 721 705 108 878 574 401 715 730 745 660 723 389 606 381
(SPM) 90 94 g2 92 88 75 64 a3 285 a7 8¢ 94 50 79 49
(SPNIM) 117 121 119 120 114 g7 83 121 123 126 111 122 66 102 64

1/ wFbDS rust be added to these figures to obtain total recreation use.

* For comparisun purposes, decade 1 corresponds to the 1985 and 1986-1950 RPA time periods; decade 2 corresponds to the 1991-2000 RPA time period; decade 3
corresponds to the 2001-2G1C RPA time period, decace & correspends To the 20i1-2020 RPA time period, and decade 5 corresponds to the 2021-2030 RPA time
periog. 11-47



CONTINUATIGN OF TABLE II-4

Alternatives Benchmarks
Qutput/Activity WIF ATt, Alt, ATt. ATt. ATt. AT, ATt. Alt, ATt. ATt. ™in Max Max Max Max
Units Codes A B C ] E F G H I J Leve] PNKY Timber Range Water
Wilderness MRVDS1/
Decade 1 W-33
R.0.S. (PRIM) 142
{SPNI4) 80
{SPM) .9
Decade ¢
{PRIM) 169
{ SPNM} 96
{SPM) 1
ALL ALTERNATIVES AND BENCHMARKS MRVDS AKE THE SAME AS ALT, A
Decace 3
(PRIMY 169
(SPHM} 96
(SPM) 1
Decade 4
(PRIM) 169
(SPNM) 96
(SPM} 1
Decade 5
(PRIM) 169
(SPMEY 96
(SPM) 1
dilderness Managenent M AC W-30
Decade 1 273.4
Decade 2 273.4
Decade 3 273.4 ALL ALTERNATIVES AND BENCHMARKS ACREACES ARE THE SAME AS ALTERNATIVE A
Decade 4 273.4
Pecade 5 273.4

1/ WFUDS must be added to these figures to obtain total recreation use.
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE II-4

Alterratives Benchmarks
Output/Activity MIH ATt, Alt, Alt, ATt. ATt Bt. ATt. AmIt. Alt.  ATt.  Man Max Max Max Max
Urits  Codes A B C D E F G H I J Level PNV Timber Range  later
WilaT:fe STRUC  CO3
Structural Habitat Imp.
Decade 1 14 14 5 26 26 & 19 14 14 15 0 16 14 0 0
Decade 2 14 14 5 26 24 17 0 14 14 15 ] ¢ 34 ¢ 0
Decade 3 14 i4 5 26 22 G 17 14 14 15 0 15 G 1] 0
Decade 4 14 i4 5 26 17 17 0 14 14 15 0 0 0 ] 1]
Decade 5 14 14 5 26 14 19 17 14 14 113 c 16 15 0 1]
Non-Structural Pab. Im. AC oz
Decade 1 425 925 350 2307 2307 145 1558 925 925 500 0 114& G5 0 0
Decade 2 925 925 350 2307 1974 1321 ¢ 525 525 500 0 0 2307 0 0
Decade 3 9z5 925 350 2307 1641 0 1201 925 925 500 ¢ 1148 0 0 0
Decade 4 925 925 350 2307 i308 1321 ¢ 925 g25 50C ¢ 0 0 C 0
Decade 5 925 925 350 2307 992 13¢4 1201 925 925 500 0 1148 625 0 o

Wildiife and Fish Use HWFUD(MRYDS) 1/

Decade 1 258 262 61 261 2b4 51 242 z61 263 264 224 Zh6% 234 252 233
Decade 2 257 30€ 304 302 293 263 305 307 279 311 225 305 273 288 240
Decade 3 335 344 342 328 330 282 34 346 303 352 221 345 255 Ji3 Z44
Decade 4 373 384 381 377 366 298 382 388 326 344 217 agh 261 A3 254
Decade 5 411 2423 416 417 403 318 421 &27 2566 434 213 az4 271 371 268
Elk* MANIM
Decade 1 5.8 5.8 5.3 €.4 5.8 6.3 6.2 5.8 5.8 5.9 g.b 6.5 5.0 4.0 5.0
Decace 2 5.9 6.0 5.4 6.4 5.9 6.3 6.2 5.9 6.0 B.G 8.5 6.5 5.0 4.0 5.0
Decade 3 5.8 6.0 5.6 6.5 6.0 6.3 6.2 6.0 6.0 5.8 8.5 6.5 5.0 4.0 5.0
Decade 4 5.7 5,9 5.4 6.3 6.0 6.3 6.2 5.8 5.9 5.8 8.5 6.5 5.0 4.0 5.0
Decade 5 5.5 5.6 5.4 6.3 5.7 6.2 6.2 5.7 5.6 5.7 8.5 6.5 5.0 4.0 5.0
Deer * MANIH
Decade 1 45,2 45.4 40.9 49.6 5.4 49,2 4£8.1 45.4 45.5 45,3 58.0 46.0 40.0 32.¢  40.0
Decade 2 45.9 46.9 42,2 50.3 45,4 45,0 48.1 46.7 47.5 46.7 58.0 46.0 40,0 32.0  40.0
Decade 3 45,7 47.6 43,4 50.8 47.5 48,9 48.1 47.0 48.3 47.6 £6.0 46.0 40.0 32.0 40,0
Decade 4 42,7 45.9 43.3 50.2 46.8 48,8 48.2 46.3 46.8 46.% 58.0 46.0 40.0 32.0 40.C
Decade 5 43.C 43.7 41.9 49,2 44 .4 48,3 48.3 44.5 43.9% 43.6 58.C 46.0 40.D 32.0 40,0

1/ Fish and Wildlife portion of total recreation use.

* It 1s important to note that these levels are what the Forest can support seasonally (spring, summer, and fall) arc that without wajor improvement of
adjacent lands, which comprise over 80% of the b1g game winter range, these levels can not be matntained. Cnly 1n alternative € go elk rumbers fell
below State objectives. I11-49




CONTINUATION OF TABLE 1I-4

Alternatives Benchmarks
Output/Activity MIH Alt, ATt. Alt. Alt, Alt. ATt ATt, Alt, Alt. ATt. Min Max Max Max Max
Units Codes A B C D E F G H 1 J Level PNY Timber Range Water
Fish Production 1/  MLBS
(Carie Fish)
Alpine Lakes 91
Mid-elevation Lakes 2190 Fish habitat improvement structures will be developed to maintain production levels and ic
Rivers and Streams 33 provide slight increases in alternavives A, B, D, E, F, H, I, and J. Improvement structures
Total Annual 2320 in alternatives C and G would only matntan production levels.
Range MAUNMS
Decade 1 77 82 95 69 84 63 52 85 &3 8l 2.5 78 51 115 32
Decade 2 80 85 160 7l 87 64 L) 101 86 84 2.5 107 60 le4 43
Cecade 3 82 91 105 72 91 64 57 104 89 81 2.5 97 76 153 56
Decade 4 83 99 109 73 g3 64 59 1G5 G2 99 2.5 113 o7 i7l 6%
Decade 5 84 108 115 74 95 64 59 112 g2 108 2.5 100 101 149 75
Timber 3ales Oftered MMCF
Sawtinber (Softwood)
PDecade 1 3.3 6.1 5.2 3.3 4.6 .9 2.7 5.9 9.7 45 0 10.3 10.8 11,1 11.3
Decade 2 3.3 5.9 5.2 3.3 5.0 .9 2.7 5.9 6.3 4.5 0 8.3 8.0 8.3 8.4
Decaae 3 1.9 4,0 4,5 2.4 4.3 .9 2.3 2.9 3.4 3.5 0 5.9 5.8 6.2 5.7
Decade 4 3.3 3.6 4.6 3.0 4.3 .9 2.2 3.4 4,1 3.6 G 4.6 3.4 4.2 4.2
Decade 5 3.6 4.1 5.2 3.2 5.C G 2.4 3.6 4.4 3.9 0 3.6 332 3.7 3.5
Sawtimber (hHardwood) WMMCF
Decade 1 " 4 0 0 0 0 0 ] ] ] ¢ .8 0 2 0
Decaae 2 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 ] G 0 0 .1 i ol W1
Decade 3 1.4 2 .7 .9 .7 0 A .9 1.0 J 0 4 .3 .2 o7
Decade 4 .3 6 .6 .3 g7 0 .5 .4 .3 g 0 W1 1.1 v .6
Decade 5 0 1 ¢ .1 0 .9 .3 .2 0 3 ¢ 0 .1 0 |

Yy Assumes best manacement practices with no water queiity degradation 1n all alternatives in all decaces.

2/ Note that while timber harvest totals for the Max Range and Max Water Benchmarks are higher than for the Max Timber Benchmark 1n the first five
decages, by the end of decade ten, Max Timber exceeds the total harvest for the other Benchmarks.
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CONTINUATION GF TABLE 1I-4

()

Alternatives Benchmarks
Qutput/Activity MIH Alt.  Alt. Alt. ATt ATL. ATt.  ATt. Ait. Alt. Alt. Min Max Max Ma% g X
Units Codes A B C U E F G H I J Level Py Timber Range Water
Fuelwood MMCF
Decade 1 10,1 11.2 10.9 10.0 10,7 16.1 8.¢ 1l.Z2 13.6 10.4 0 11,3 15.7 16.1 14,6
Decade £ 8.3 9.5 9.6 5,6 11.0 8,65 7.7 10.7 9.6 2.4 0 1z.1 13.5 13.3 11,4
Decade 3 8.0 7.2 11.3 7.6 11,5 8.4 6.7 8.2 7.6 9.2 t] 7.7 13.5 8.7 8.1
Decade 4 6.5 6.3 9.8 7.0 8.5 7.6 5.8 7.2 7.7 6.8 0 3.1 7.1 5.2 5.6
Decade 5 4.6 6.4 6.8 5.5 7.0 7.8 4.3 4.8 6.1 5.9 0 2.4 5.8 3.C 3.1
Roundwood MMCF
Decade 1 4 .8 .7 4 .8 .1 .3 8 1.2 .6 ] 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.4
Decade 2 i .8 v 4 .0 .1 .3 .8 .8 .6 1] 1.1 1.0 1.1 1.1
Decade 3 N .5 .7 A .6 .1 .3 .5 .6 .5 G .8 .8 .8 .8
Decade 4 4 .5 g A .5 .1 .3 5 .6 .5 0 .6 .6 .6 .6
Decade & 4 .5 .7 4 .6 .1 .3 5 .B .5 0 .4 A .5 N
Reforestatian MAC
Decade 1 3.4 5.4 4.4 3.4 4.5 d 2.5 4,9 7.0 4,2 0 9.1 9.4 9.7 8.7
Decade 2 3.2 5.7 4,9 3.1 4,7 9 2.8 5.0 5.4 4.1 0 6.7 6.7 6.9 7.7
Decade 3 4.1 4.8 £.2 5.0 6.0 1.0 3.2 5.4 5.3 4.9 0 7.3 7.1 10.3 9.7
Decade 4 3.9 4.8 6.2 3.9 6.0 1.0 3.4 4.6 E.2 4.0 0 5.2 5.4 5.6 5.7
Decade 5 3.5 4.4 5.5 3.7 5.4 1.4 2.8 4.2 4.8 4.0 0 3.7 3.6 3.7 3.7
TS1 AC
Decade 1 0 0 0 0 Q G 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Decace % 20 3130 4267 20 3401 0 Q 20 461 1565 ¢ 2l 6458 673 ¢
Decade 3 26 2293 2482 20 20 696 G 20 20 356 0 c E460 0 0
Decade 4 296  2ib7 7879 113 3693 1e8 0 254 1103 254 0 376 13845 R4 6471
Decade & 386 3406 5242 332 2256 1] c 338 675 2224 0 2438 9851 2789 4825
Weter
Meeting Luality Goals MAC/FT
Decade 1 882 £es 883 893 885 871 864 GEh 889 882 860 geh 885 85z 862
Decade 2 928 937 932 939 935 874 875 937 945 929 864 g57 805 954 955
Decade 3 938 052 945 951 951 877 £884 952 960 04y 863 977  S&C 980 930
Decade 4 G645 961 962 969 G63 880 86C  g62 967 952 8¢l o84 972 944 994
Decade 5 949 S66 972 265 ajz 881 893  S65 570 958 gE0 977 973 981 g1
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CONTINUATICH OF TABLE II-4

Alternatives Benchmarks
Output/Activity MIH Alt, At Alt. Alt. At Alt. NE Alt. At At Min Max Max Max Max
Units Codes A B C D E F G H I J Level PNV Timber Range Water
*Increese over Natural WAC/FT
Decade 1 5 8 6 16 8 11 4 B 12 5 0 18 8 15 15
Decade 2 13 e 17 24 20 10 1 e? 30 14 0 4z 4 39 40
Decade 3 26 38 34 37 37 14 21 38 46 28 0 63 46 66 66
Decade 4 33 43 50 4% 51 19 29 50 55 40 0 72 60 az 52
Decade % 39 56 62 56 62 21 34 5§ 60 48 0 67 63 81 81
Sediment TGTAL/MTONS
Cecade 1 32 32 34 32 36 31 32 32 32 32 31 33 40 41 38
Decade 2 33 38 41 33 44 31 32 33 36 36 31 35 48 7 46
Decade 3 35 43 46 34 46 31 33 35 43 41 3l 35 48 50 51
Decade 4 38 48 51 38 51 32 34 38 50 48 31 35 52 52 54
Decade 5 36 45 50 35 50 34 36 37 48 48 31 36 53 54 53
So11s AC
Rescurce Improvement
Decade | L7 57 57 57 57 0 0 57 57 57 0 57 57 57 57
Decade 2 57 57 57 57 57 0 1] 57 57 57 0 57 57 57 57
Assumes backlog complete by 2000
Pretection
Fire Mgnt Eff Index $/MAC
Decade 1 309 333 333 329 329 531 531 333 333 333 329 333 333 332 333
Decade 2 30% 333 333 326 329 631 531 333 333 333 329 333 333 333 333
Decade 3 309 333 333 329 329 531 531 333 333 333 329 333 333 333 333
Decade 4 309 333 333 32e 29 531 531 335 333 333 329 333 333 333 333
Decade 5 308 333 333 328 329 531 531 333 333 333 329 333 333 333 333
Fuelbreaks and Fuel M ACRES
Treatment
Decade 1 2.4 4.5 3.3 2.3 3.4 N 1.7 3.8 5.9 3.2 0 3.1 8.3 8.6 7.6
Decade 2 3.2 5.6 4.9 3.1 4.7 .9 2.6 5.1 5.4 3.9 0 6.7 6.7 6.9 7.7
Decage 3 4.1 4.8 6.2 5.0 6.0 1.G 3.2 5.4 5.3 4.9 0 7.3 7.1 10.3 9.7
Decade 4 3.5 4.8 6.2 3.8 6.0 1.0 3.4 4.8 5.2 4,8 0 5.2 5.4 5.6 5.7
Decade 5 3.5 44 5. 3.7 5.4 1.4 z. 4, 4,8 4. 0 3.7 3.6 3. 3.7
*Inctudes &1t water increase and not Just water meeting quality goals. A1l water yiteld increase over current meets Stete water cuality standards. 9500

acre feet currently do not meet State standards. Alternatives that have investments for watershed restoration bring this figure up to standards by the
year 2000,
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CCNTINMUATION OF TABLE II-4

Alternatives Benchmarks
Qutput/Activity MIH Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt, Alt, Alt. Alt. Alt. ¢ Hin Max Max Max Max
Lriits Codes A B E F G H I Level PNY Timber Range MWater
Minerals CASES
Leases ana Fermits

Decade 1 85 85 g5 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 30 85 85 85 85
Decade 2 85 85 85 85 a5 85 g5 85 &5 85 30 85 85 85 85
Decade 3 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 g5 30 85 85 85 85
Decade 4 a5 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 30 85 85 85 85
Decade 5 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 85 30 85 85 85 85

HCED

Human Resource Programs ENRYR TARGETS RETAINED AT REGICNAL LEVEL

Lands ACKES

Land Pur. & Acq. TARGETS RETAINED AT REGIONAL LEVEL

Facilities

Trails Const/Recon MILES AlD ard

Decade 1 All 30 40 10 40 30 10 0 30 40 86 0 30 40 40 40
Decade 2 30 4G 10 40 30 16 c 30 40 8C 0 30 40 40 ac
Decade 3 30 40 10 40 30 10 C 30 40 a0 0 30 40 40 40
Decade 4 3 40 10 &0 30 10 0 30 40 80 0 30 40 40 4G
Decade 5 30 4G 10 40 30 10 o 0 40 80 0 30 40 40 40

Road Consi/Reconst MILES
Decade 1 .9 2.7 z.7 1.4 1.8 Q W1 2.0 6.9 2.0 0 1.2 11.5 7.3 11.9
Decade 2 1.7 3.6 3.4 1.0 6.7 4} 0 2.3 2.3 1.5 0 10.9 10.2 11,3 4.6
Decade 3 1.9 4.1 8.7 0 7.6 0 .2 33 2.7 4.6 0 1,6 7.3 1.8 i.C
Decade 4 0 4.4 5.5 .2 2.4 ¢ G 5.0 5.0 1.8 0 0 2.1 4.9 3.3
Decade 5 .3 3.5 3.1 ] 3.8 0 0 2.9 29 1.8 0 0 3.5 1.3 3.7

Local Road Const/Recon  MILES
Decade 1 17.8 31.4 33.4 17.3 25.2 4.2 12.9 8.7 44,5 23.8 0 60.5 62,3 64.3 57.3
Decade 2 Z24.3 A41.7 36.6 23.2 35.2 6.6 19.3 37.8 40.8 29.5 0 50.3 50.0 5l.6 57.8
Decade 3 31.1 38.7 46.7 37.6 45.0 7.6 23.9 40,6 39,8 37.0 0 55.1 53.1 77,2 72.4
Decaag 4 29.2 39.60 46.7 29.5 45.4 7.4 25.1 34,7 39.0 35,7 0 39.0 40,7 42.2 43.1
Decade 5 26.2 35.2 41.2 27.9 40.9 10.9 20.8 31.6 36.1 36.5 0 27.6 27.2 27.6 21.7
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE II-4

Alternatives Benchmarks
Qutput/Activity MIH Alt. AT, Alt.  Alt.  ATt. ATt. ATt. ATt. ATt. RAT1t. Min Max Max Nax Max
Units  Codes A B C [} E F G H I J Level ERY Timber  Range  Water
Timber Purch Rd Reconst/Const MILES
Decade 1 12.4 22.0 3.4 12,1 17.6 3,0 9.0 20.1 31.1 16.7 0 42.4 43.6 45,0 40,1
Decade ¢ i7.0 28.2 25.6 16.3 74.7 4,6 3.5 26.5 28.6 20.6 g 35.2 35.0 36.1 40.5
Decade 3 21.8 27.8 32.7 26.4 31.5 5.3 16.8 28.3 27.8 2B.9 0 38.6 37.1 54.1 50,7
Decade 4 20.4 27.3 32.7 20.6 31.8 5.3 17.6 24.3 27.3 25.0 0 27.3 28.5 z5.% 30.2
Decade 5 18,3 24,6 28.8 19,5 28,6 7.6 14,6 22,1 28,2 22.0 0 19.3 19,1 19,3 15.4

loilowsng 1%

=

re-calculation of road construction.

display above 15 retained for comparision purposes.

This re-evaluation 15 a more realistic portrayal of actual system road develcopment,

Miles/Year During Decade 1

A B C D E F G H T J

Arterial Collector - C 0.4 1.1 1.1 0.6 0.7 0 G 0.8 2.8 0.8
Arterial Collector - RC 0.5 L6 1.6 08 11 0 &1l l2 41 1.2
Subtotal A/C 0.5 2.7 2.7 1.4 1.6 0 C.1 2.0 6.9 z.0
Local - C 1.4 2.5 2.7 1.4 2.0 0.3 1.0 2.3 3.6 1.9
Local ~ RC 22 3.8 40 21 3.0 05 1.6 3.4 53 29
Subtotal Local 3.8 6.3 6.7 B 5.0 0.8 2.6 5.7 8.9 4.8
Total - C 1.8 3.6 3.8 2.0 2.7 0.3 1.0 3.1 6.4 2.7
Total - RC 27 54 56 29 41 05 L7 46 9.4 41
Subtotal C/RC 4. 9.0 9.4 .9 6.8 0.8 2.7 7.7 15.8 6.8

Temporary roads, skid trails,
and landings 14.2 26.1 26.7 13.8 20.2 3.4 10.3 23.¢ 35.6 19.0
TOTAL 17.8 31.4 33.4 17.3 125.2 4,2 12.9 28.7 445 25.8

A/C = Arterial Collector

NOTE.

C = Construction
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RC = Reconstruction

Tiwber purchaser road construction/reconstruction miles are included 1n the above totals.

The original



CONTINUATION OF TABLE II-4

Benchmarks

Min

Alternatives

Att,
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Max Max
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Timber Rance Water

Max
PHY

Level

Codes

Units
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Benchmarks
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Alternatives
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Pecades 1-5
G.A. (General Administration)
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE II-4

Alternatives Benchmarks
Output/Activity bilH ATt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Ait. Min Max Max Max fax
Units Codes A B C D E F G H I J Level PNV Timber  Range  Water
Range Inv. [ITE
Decade 1 .04 .04 .u8 .03 .05 0 0 .15 .04 .04 1] .20 .04 L4l 0
Decade 2 .04 .04 .08 .03 .05 0 0 .08 .04 .04 G C .01 0 .01
Decade 3 .04 .04 .08 .03 .05 0 0 11 .04 .04 c 18 .07 .37 .01
Decade 4 .04 .04 .08 .03 .05 G G .09 .04 04 G ¢ .01 ¢ .01
Decade & .04 .04 .08 .03 .05 0 ¢ .11 .04 .04 0 .18 .08 .38 .01
Rec. Inv. M
Lecade 1 0 .B .B .6 0 ] 0 .6 .6 .5 ¢ 0 0 o ¢
Decade 2 G i i .7 ] ¢ 0 7 7 .5 ¢ 0 0 C 0
Decade 3 0 i o7 .7 0 0 0 .7 7 .5 ¢ 0 ] 0 0
Decade 4 0 i i i 0 0 0 .7 7 .5 0 ] 0 ] G
Decade 5 0 i i i 0 0 0 7 7 .5 0 C ¢ G o
Wildlsfe Inv. MM$
Cecade 1 .c4 .04 .01 1 .1 .01 .07 .04 .04 .04 0 06 .04 1] U
Decade 2 .04 .04 .01 .1 .08 L6000 .04 .04 .04 0 0 W17 G 0
Decade 3 .04 .04 01 it .07 0 .06 .04 .04 .04 ¢ .06 0 0 ¢
Decace 4 .04 .04 .01 .1 .06 L6 © .04 .04 .04 Y 0 0 0 0
Decade b .04 .04 .02 .1 .04 .08 .06 .04 04 Rz 0 06 .06 0 0
Timber Inv. MM
Decade 1 .09 .18 .46 .09 .31 .02 .07 .12 .11 .16 ] .28 .06 .23 .08
Decade Z .12 .71 1.08 .16 .45 .03 .10 .14 .12 .42 o] 47 .17 1.50 .24
Decade 3 .07 .38 1.30 .14 .13 .12 .11 .16 .11 .18 C .23 .05 .37 .34
Decade 4 .17 231 .72 .14 36 .05 .10 .14 .21 .21 G 2.40 .08 1.24 .85
Decade 5 L17 .37 .79 .17 .43 0 0 .16 22 .52 0 3.sC  2.00 .45 .68
Operation MG
Decade 1 3,63 3.84 4.06% 3.78 3.94 3.27  2.76 3.99 5.81 4.06 1.4 3.9 79 8.6 6.9
Decade 2 4.33 4.8t 5.13 4.77 5.09 3.51 2.9 5.04 3.4 4.7 1.3 8.6 9.4 c.4 6.0
Decade 3 4,65 4.84 5.81 4.83 5.05 3.7 3.03 5.35 5,01 5,64 1,3 §.1 9.0 9.7 6.1
Decade 4 5.35 5.11 6.09 5.23 6.19 3.99 3.3 5,63 5,71 6.41 1.2 7.8 7.3 16.4 6.4
Decade b 5,85 £.76  6.61 6.0 6.18 4,02 2.64 5.99 5.8 6.3 1.2 8.6 6.4 8.9 5.7
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE II-4

Alternatives Eenchmarks
Cutput/Activity MIH Att. AL, Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt Alt. Alt. Alt. ATt. Min Max Max Max Max
Lnits Codes A B C D E F G H I J Level PNV Timber Range  Leter
Hon Forest Service
Cost excluding Rds. MM$

Decade 1 3.0 4.5 4.6 3.0 4.3 .9 z2.6 5.0 7.8 3.7 0 8.0 8.2 S.4 8.2
Decade 2 2.8 4.3 4.3 2.7 4.2 .6 2.3 4.6 .9 2.7 0 6.1 6.6 6.4 6.8
Decade 3 1.0 3.8 2.9 1.3 2.5 N 1.5 1.6 2.9 2.9 0 3.7 3.9 2.4 2.8
Decade 4 1.9 2.3 3.1 1.8 2.9 S 1,1 2.1 3.4 2.6 0 2.7 2.1 2.4 2.7
Decace & 2.5 2.6 4.1 2.2 3.9 ¢ ¢ 2.6 3.3 2.3 ¢ 2.8 2.3 2.5 Z2.6

Returns to Treasury MM
Decade 1 1565 2238 108b 1550 1613 200 1348 2179 3160 1959 381 3378 Z&7C 3077 3317
Decade 2 1858 2078 1837 1850 1864 lzp8 1646 2328 2207 1706 381 3156 2309 2705 3190
Decade 3 2327 2421 2934 2324 2758 1199 1354 2546 2423 2459 381 2753 2B29 2099 2457
Decade 4 3661 3721 4138 3651 388z iced 1851 4008 3509 4134 381 4258  40€7 £318 4030
Decade 5 7898 8118 8379 8035 8111 1029 1603 8024 7959 8111 381 7455 7949 08z 7878
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Resource Qutputs, Activities, Costs, and Benefits by Alternative
and Benchmark Measured from First Decade Cutput
i Current Direction on an Annual Basis per Decade

TABLE I1-5
Alternatives Benchmarks
Cuiput/Pctivity lst Decade AYt. AYt, ATt, ATt, AIt. ATt., ATt. ATt ATt ATt. Min Max Max Max Max
Units  Current A B C D E F G H 1 J Level PNV Timber  Ranye  MWater
Recreation MRYDS 799
Developed
Decede 1 Q 19 13 -8 -14 16 -70 15 24 30 -175 8 -102 -22 -106
Decade 2 102 141 130 124 83 22 -47 137 146 161 -779 138 -114 64 -147
Decade o 266 304 296 279 242 128 35 301 313 340 =779 310 -78 173 -131
Decade 4 431 478 463 450 403 225 108 472 485 521 ~779 483 -52 302 -83
Decade 5 595 647 618 622 562 357 193 638 6865 697 =779 653 -i0 340 -25
Dispersed Recreation Other MRVBS
(Not Including WFUD's)l/
Decade 1
R.G.5. (RN) 383 0 10 7 7 -6 -15 -3k 9 13 16 416 g -50 -11 -53
{SPM) YA L 1] 4] 0 -2 -3 -5 0 1 1 53 0 -8 -2 -8
{SPNM) 66 0 Z 1 1 -1 -2 -6 2 3 3 70 1 -8 -1 -9
Decade =
{RN) 52 72 67 63 42 11 -23 70 74 82 332 71 ] 33 ~73
(SPH) 6 8 8 7 5 i -4 8 9 10 42 8 -1 3 -10
(SPNM) 9 13 11 3 8 4 -4 12 13 14 56 i2 0 6 -13
Decade 3
(RN) 135 154 149 142 123 66 18 152 158 173 16 157 -39 88 -66
(SPN) 17 14 19 18 15 8 2 19 20 22 39 19 -6 13 -9
(SPNM} 23 26 26 34 21 1z K] 26 27 30 53 27 ~b 15 -11
Decade 4
(RN) 21¢ 242 234 228 205 114 55 239 251 264 288 245 -26 153 -41
(SPM) 28 31 3¢ 29 26 14 G 30 32 a3 37 31 -4 19 -6
{SPNM) 37 4] 40 39 34 20 10 41 43 45 49 41 -4 26 -7
fecade 5
(RN} 302 328 312 315 485 181 58 322 357 352 267 330 -4 213 -12
{5PM) 38 4z 40 40 36 23 12 41 33 45 34 4z -2 27 -3
{SPNM) 51 55 53 54 48 31 17 55 57 60 45 56 O 26 -2

1/ WFUDS must be added to these figures to obtain total recreation use.
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE II-5

Alternatives Benchmarks
Cutput/Activaty Ist Decade Ait, Alt. Alt, Alt Alt. ATt. ATe.  ATt. Alt. ATt. Min May  Max Max faX
Units  Current A B C D E F G 3 I J Level PHV Timber Range Water
Wilderness (Mot Including WFUD's)
Decade 1
R.0.S. (RN) 142 0
{SPM) 80 ]
{SPNM) .5 0
Decade 2
{PR1M} 27
{ SPKH) 16
{sPM) 21
A11 Alternatives and Benchmarks MRYDS are the same as Alternative A
Decage 2
(PRIM) 27
{SPNM) 16
(SPM) .1
Decade &
(PRIM) 27
(SPNM; 16
(SPM) .1
Decade 5
{PRIM) 27
(SPNtY 16
{SPM} .1
Wilderness lanagement MAC 273
Decade 1 v
Decade 2 0
Decaue 3 0 All Alternatives and Benchmarks acreages are the same as Alternative A,
Decade 4 C
Decade 5 0
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE 1I-5

Alternatives Benchmarks
Output/Activity Ist Dec ATt, Alt. AT, ATt, ATt. Alt, Alt. Att. ATt. Alt. Min Max Max Max Max
Lnits Currenrt A B C D E F G 11 I J Level PHV Timber  Range  Mater
Wildlife
Structural Habitat Imp,  STKUC 14
Decade 1 0 0 -5 1z 1z -10 5 0 0 1 -14 2 -13 -14 ~14
Decade 2 0 0 -9 12 10 3 -14 ¢ 0 1 -14 14 ~14 ~-14 -14
Decade 3 0 0 -6 12 8 -14 3 0 G 1 -14 z -13 -14 -14
Decade 4 0 0 -5 iz 2 3 -14 0 G 1 -14 -4 -10 ~14 -14
Decade 5 b 0 -9 1z G 5 3 ¥ ¢ 1 ~-14 2 ~12 -14 -14
Non-Structural Hab. Im. MAC 925
Decade ! " 0 -575 1382 1382 -776 £33 0 0 -500 -926 223 ~905 ~925 -925
Decade 2 0 6 -~575 1382 104% 396 -925 0 C -500 -925 ~GZ§ -925 -925 -875
Lecade 3 0 ¢ -575 1382 716 ~925 276 0 0 =500 =925 223 -594 =425 -925
Decade 4 G 6 -b75 1382 383 396 =925 c 0 ~500 -925 -925 -731 -975§ ~925
Decade 5 0 0 -57 1382 67 469 276 0 0 =500 -525 223 -874 -825 =925
W1ld11fe and Fish Use HWFUL 58
Decade 1 MRYDS1/ G 4 3 z -4 -7 -16 3 5 6 ~34 1 -24 -6 =25
Decaae 2 39 48 46 48 35 5 47 49 Z1 £3 -33 a7 15 3G -18
Decade 3 77 86 84 ao 72 24 85 85 45 94 -37 87 -3 5h -14
Decade 4 115 iz6 123 119 106 ag 124 130 65 136 -41 127 3 &5 -&
Decade 5 153 165 158 159 145 60 163 169 98 176 -45 166 13 113 10
Elk* MANIM 5.%
Decade 1 G 0 -.5 .6 0 .5 .4 0 0 .1 27 o -.8 -1.8 -.8
Decade ¢ d 0.2 -4 Bl .5 4 .1 .2 .1 2.7 .7 -.8 -1.8 -.8
Detoce 3 0 2 -2 g2 .5 .4 2 .2 0 2.7 .7 ~-.8 -1.8 -.8
Decade 4 -1 1 -4 B .2 .G WA 0 .1 0 2.7 .7 -.8 -1.8 -.8
fecade 5 -3 -2 -.4 A | .4 4 -1 -2 -2 2.7 .7 -.8 -1.8 -
Deer * mMANIM 45,2
Decade 1 0 2 -4.3 4.4 0 4.0 2.9 -.1 .3 .1 12.8 .8 -5.2 -13 -5.2
Decade 2 4 1,7 -3,0 5.1 0 3.8 2.9 1.5 2.3 1.5 12.8 8 5.2  -13 -5.2
Decade 3 b o2.4-2.0 5.6 2.3 3.7 2.5 1.8 3.1 2.4 12.8 .8 -5.2 -13, -5.2
Decaae 4 -5 7-1,% 5.0 1.6 3.6 3.0 1.1 1.6 1.7 12.8 .B -5.2  -13. -5.2
Decade 5 -2.2 ~1,6 -3.3 4.0 -.8 3.1 3.1 ~.3 -1.3 -1.6 12.8 .8 -5.2  -13. -5.2

* It 15 wmportant te hote that these levels are what the Forest can support seasonally {spring, summer, and tall) and that without major 1wprovement of

adjacent lands, which comprise over 80% of the bi1g game winter range, these Tevels can not be maintainea.

fall belew State objectives
1/ Fish and W1ld1vfe pcriion of tofal recreation use.
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CONTINUATION GF TABLE II-5

Alternatives Benchmarks
Output/Activity 1st Dec AltL. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt, Alt. Alt. Alt, Alt. Min Max Max Fax Max
Units Current A B C D E F G H J Level PHV Timber Range Water
Range MAUMS 77
Decade 1 0 5 18 -8 -7 ~14 -25 18 6 4 -74.5 1 -26 36 =45
Decade 2 3 8 23 -6 10 ~-13 -23 24 g 7 -74.5 30 -17 87 -34
Decade 3 5 14 28 -5 14 -13 -20 27 12 14 -74.5 20 -1 76 -21
Decade 4 6 22 32 -4 16 ~13 -18 32 i5 22 -74.5 36 10 94 -8
Decade 5 7 31 38 -3 18 -13 -18 35 15 31 -74.5 23 24 72 -2
Timber Sales Offered MMCF 3.3
Sawtimber {Softwood)
Decade 1 o 2.8 1.9 0 1.3 -2.4 -.6 2.6 6.4 1.2 -3.3 7.0 7.5 7.8 8.0
Decade 2 0 2.6 1.9 0 1.7 -2.4 -.6 2.6 3 1.2 -3.2 5.0 4.7 5.2 5.1
Decade 3 -1.4 .7 1.2 .9 1.0 -2.4 -1 A .1 .2 -3.3 2.6 2.5 3.0 2.4
Decade 4 -.4 .3 1.3 -.3 1.0 ~2.4 -1. -1 .8 .2 -3.3 1.3 .1 .9 .9
Decade § -.1 .8 1.9 -.1 1.7 -3.3 -. .3 1.1 .6 -3.3 .3 0 1.4 1.2
Sawtimber (Hardwood) MMCF 0
Decade 1 0 ] g 1] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .8 0 .2 0
Decade 2 0 .4 0 G 0 0 0 0 0 0 G .1 .1 . .1
Decade 3 1.4 .2 .7 .9 .7 0 4 .9 1.0 .7 0 4 .3 .2 .7
Decade 4 .3 .6 .6 .3 7 o .5 A .3 .7 0 .1 1.1 .7 .6
Decade 5 1} .1 G .1 0 .9 .3 2 0 .3 0 ] .1 0 .1
Fuelwood MMCF 10,1
Decade 1 0 1.1 .8 -1 6 0 -1.2 i.1l 3.5 .3 -10.1 1.2 3.6 6.0 4.5
Decade 2 ~-1.8 .6 ~.5 -6 9 -1.6 -2.4 .6 -.5 -7  ~10,1 2.0 3. 3.2 1.3
Decade 3 -2.1 -2.9 1.2 -2.5 1.4 -1.5 -3.4 -2.1 -2.5 -.3 -10,1 -2.4 3.4 -1.4 -2
Decade 4 -3.6 -3.8 -.3 -3.1 -1.8 -2.5 -4.3 -2.9 ~2,4 -3.3 -10.1 -7 -3 -4.9 -5.1
Decade § ~-5.5 -3.7 -3.3 -4.6 -3.1 -2.3 -5.8 -5.3 -4.0 -4.2 -10,1 7.7 ~4.6 -7.1 -7
Roundwood MMCF o
Decade 1} 0 ! .3 0 .2 ] .1 A .8 20 -l 1 1.0 1 1
Decade & 0 A 3 0 .2 0 .1 A 4 L2 -4 o7 .6 .7 .7
Decade 3 0 .1 .3 0 .2 0 .1 1 .2 10 -4 4 A 4 A
Decade 4 0 .1 .3 0 .1 0 1 .1 .2 Ao -4 2 .2 .2 £
Decadce § 1] d .3 C .2 0 .1 .1 .2 A0 -4 o Y .1 0
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE II-5

Alternatives Benchmarks
Output/Activity ist Dec ATt. Att. AIt. Aft. Alt. Alt. ATt. Alt. Alt. ATE. Min Nax Max Max Max
Units CLurrent A B C D E F G H I J Level PNV Timber Range Water
Reforestation MAC 3.4
Decade 1 0 2.0 1.0 0 I.1 -2.7 -.9 1.5 3.6 8 -3,4 5.7 5.0 6.3 5.3
Decade 2 -2 z2.3 1.5 ~.3 1.3 -2.6 -.8 1.6 2.0 .7 -3.4 3.3 3.3 3.5 4.3
Decade 3 .7 1.4 2.8 1.9 2.1 2.4 -.2 2.0 1.9 1.5 -3.4 3.9 3.7 6.9 6.3
Decade 4 .5 1.4 Z.8 .5 2.1 -2.4 0 1.2 1.8 6 3.4 1.8 2.0 2.2 2.3
Decade 5 .1 1.0 2.1 .3 2.0 -2 -.b .8 1.4 b6 -2.4 .3 .2 .3 .3
TSI AC 0
Decade 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Decade 2 20 3136 4z67 20 3401 g 0 20 461 1565 o 81 6458 673 0
Decade 3 20 2293 248z 20 20 696 t] z0 20 386 0 0 5460 0 ¢
Decade 4 296 2152 7879 113 3693 128 0 254 1103 254 G 378 13945 9546 6471
Decade 5 386 3406 5242 33z 2256 0 0 33 675 2224 0 2438 9851 2789 4825
Water MAC/FT
Meeting Quality Geals 882
Decade 1 0 3 1 11 3 =il ~-18 3 7 0 22 13 13 10 10
Decade 2 46 55 50 57 53 -8 -7 55 63 47 -1 75 23 72 73
Decade 3 56 70 66 6% a9 -5 ¢ 70 78 60 ~16 g5 78 98 88
Decade 4 63 79 80 78 81 -2 8 80 85 70 -21 102 a0 112 112
Decade 5 67 84 S0 83 90 -1 11 83 88 76 -23 a5 91 109 109
Increase over Natural 1/
MAC/FT 5
Decade 1 0 3 1 i1 K] 6 -1 3 7 0 -5 13 3 10 10
Decade 2 & 17 12 19 15 5 ) 17 25 g -5 37 1% 34 35
Decade 3 19 33 29 32 32 9 16 33 41 23 -5 58 41 61 61
Decade 4 28 44 45 43 46 14 24 45 50 35 -5 67 B5 77 77
Decade 5 34 51 57 50 57 16 29 50 55 45 -5 62 58 76 76
Sediment TOTAL/T 32
Decacge 1 0 G Z 0 4 -1 0 0 0 0 -1 1 8 9 [
Decade 2 1 6 ] 1 12 -1 0 1 4 4 -1 3 16 15 14
Decade 3 3 i 14 2 14 -1 1 3 1 9 -1 3 16 18 i9
Decade 4 6 16 1% 6 1% 0 2 B 18 16 -1 3 20 20 22
Decade & 4 17 18 3 18 2 4 5 16 16 -1 4 el 22 21

1/ Includes all 1ncrease - Not just meeting quality goals.
*Includes all water increase and not Just water meeting quality goals. ATl water yield increase over current rmeets State water quality standards., 950U
acre ;838 currently do not meet State standards., Alternatives that have inveztments for watershed restoratien bring th1s figure up to standards by the
year . I-6



CONTINUATION OF TABLE II-5

AMiernatives Benchmarks
Qutput/Activity 1st Dec Alt, AT, Alt. ATt. Alt. ATt. ATt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Min Max Fiax Max Max
Units  Current A B C D E F G H H J Level PNV Timber Range Water
Soils AC 57
Resource Improvement
Decade 1 0 G 0 G 0 -57 -57 0 0 0 ~57 0 0 t] 0
Decade 2 0 0 1] 0 0 =57 -57 0 0 0 -57 ¢ 0 0 0
Assumes backlog complete by z0GU
Protaction
Fire Mgnt Eff Index $/MAC 309
Decade 1 0 24 24 20 20 222 222 24 24 24 20 24 24 24 24
Decade 2 0 24 24 20 20 222 222 28 24 24 20 24 24 24 24
Decade 3 0 24 24 2¢ 20 222 222 24 ) 24 20 24 24 24 24
Decade 4 0 24 24 20 20 222 222 2 24 24 20 Z4 24 24 24
Decade 5 ] 24 24 20 26 222 222 24 24 24 20 24 24 24 24
Fuelbreaks and Fuel M ACRES 2.4
Treatment
Decade 1 0 2.1 .8 -.1 1.0 -1.8 -7 1.4 3.5 .G -2.4 5.7 5.9 6.2 5.2
Decade 2 .8 3.2 2.5 .7 2.3 -1.5 .2 2.7 3.0 1.5 -2.4 4.3 4.3 4.5 5.3
Decade 3 1.7 z.4 3.8 2.6 3.6 -1.4 .8 3.0 2.9 2.5 -2.4 4.9 4.7 7.6 7.3
Decade 4 1.5 2.4 3.8 1.5 3.6 -1.4 1.G 2.2 2.8 2.4 -2.4 2.8 3.0 3.2 3.3
Decade 5 1.1 2.0 3.1 1.3 5.0 -1.0 4 1.8 2.4 1.8 -2.4 1.3 1.2 1.3 1.3
Minerals CASES 85
Leases and Permts
Decade 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 -55 0 0 0 0
Decade 2 0 0 0 G 0 0 0 0 0 0 -55 0 0 ¢ G
Decade 3 0 0 0 9; 0 0 0 0 0 0 ~-55 0 0 0 0
Decade 4 0 0 0 ¢ 0 e G ] 0 1] -56 0 0 ¢ 0
Decade & 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ 0 =55 0 0 0 0
HC&L
Human Resource Programs ENRYR TARGETS RETAINED AT REGIONAL LEVEL
Lands ACRES
Land Pur. & Acq. TARGETS RETAINED AT REGIONAL LEVEL
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE II-5

Alternatlives Benchmarks
Cutput/Activity 1st Dec  Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt, ATt Alt. Alt. Alt. Max Max Max Max
Units  Current A 3] C 3] E G H PNY Timber Range  Water
Facilities
Trails Const/Recon MILES 30
Decade 1 0 10 -20 10 0 -30 10 -30 0 10 10 16 10
Decade 2 0 10 =20 10 0 -30 10 -30 1} 10 10 10 10
Decade 3 0 10 =20 10 0 =30 10 -30 0 10 10 10 1C
Decade 4 G 10 =20 10 G -30 10 -30 0 1C 10 10 iC
Decade 5 0 10 ~20 10 0 -30 10 -30 0 10 10 10 10
Road Const/Reconst MILES 9
Decade 1 ¢ 1.8 1.8 .5 .5 -.5 -.8 1. & 1.1 . G.6 4 11.0
Decade 2 .8 2.1 2.5 .1 5.8 -.9 -.9 1, 1.4 6 10, 9.3 A 3.7
Decade 3 1.0 3.2 7.8 -.9 G.7 -9 -.7 2. 1.8 3.7 . 6.4 .9 .1
Decade 4 ~.0 3.5 4,6 -.7 1.5 -.9 -.9 4, 4.1 .9 -. 1.2 .0 2.4
Decade 5 -.6 2.6 z.2 -8 2.9 -.9 - 2. 2.0 .9 -, 2.6 A 2.8
Local Read Const/Recon MILES 17.8
Decade 1 0 11.4 15.6 -5 7.4 -4.% 10.9 26.7 2 42, 4.5 46.5 39.6
Decade 2 6.5 23.9 18.8 5.4 17.4 A 1.5 20.0 23.0 11.7 32. 32.2 33.8 40.0
Decade 3 13.2 £1.8 28,9 20.0 27.2 z 6.1 22.8 22.0 19,2 37. 36.3 59.4 54,6
Decaae 4 11.4 21.2 28.9 11.7 27.6 4 9.3 16.9 2l.2 17.9 21, 22.9 24.4 5.3
Decade 5 8.4 17.4 23.4  10.1 23.1 .9 3,0 13.8 18.3 16.7 9. 9.4 9.8 8.9
Timber Purch Rd Const MILES Included below
Tamber Purch Rd Reconst/
Const MILES 1z.4
Decade 1 0 9.6 11.0 .3 5.2 A 0 3.4 7.7 18.7 .3 130.0 3i.2 -12.4 27.7
Decade & 4.6 16.8 13.2 3.9 12.3 .8 1.1 14.1 16.2 .2 22.8 22.6 .7 28.1
Decace 3 9.4 15.4 20.3  14.0 19.1 .1 4.4 15.9 15.4 .5 26.2 24.7 7 38.3
Decade 4 6.0 14.9 26.3 8.2 19.4 .1 5.2 11.9 14.9 .6 4.9 16.1 .1 17.8
Decade 5 5.6 12 2 16.4 7.1 16.2 .8 2.2 9.7 12.8 N3 6.9 &7 .9 7.0
BENEFITS
Recreation
Developed $m 7.7
Decade 1 0 -1 -.1 0 - .2 -.5 -1 1.0 -.1 7.7 0 2.4 -.3 -.8
Decade 2 1.0 1.0 .9 i.0 . .5 .1 1.0 1.0 1.3 -7.7 1.2 -.6 6 -.7
Decade 3 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.1 1. 1.3 B2 2.2 2.2 -7.7 2.5 -.2 1.5 -.5
Decade 4 3.4 3.3 3.3 3.3 3. 2.1 1.4 3.3 3.5 3.5 -7.7 3.8 ¢ 2.4 -.1
Decade 5 4.7 46 4.4 4.7 4, 3.2 2.3 4.6 43 4.8 -7.7 5.2 .3 3.4 A
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Benchmarks

Alternatives

|
o
bt
wu—mla
ai 2=
@
(=t
® =
oo
= o
S
w
L=
x B
o -
i
Pt
o =
=
—
U
e ==
~ U
=
=
—
=T
.
e
—
<
.
FE]
[—
<t =&
.
43
—
=G O
FE]
—
I L
[X]
—
e bl
.
w
(ug
=
.
+
—
= O
A
—
=l oo
FE)
—
oL =
O
U o
[ Y]
S
4+
S 3
P
wn
]
~
=
=
by
—
-
-
)
-t
al
T
'
=3
a,
-
=
[}

Mo
P e s oa e
= < =tk oM

oW
s s e
o MM

5.0

MMS

Decade 1
Decade 2
Decade 3
Decade 4
Decade 5

Dispersed

— — ™ Od
. s . .
LI e N o

-----

—
MU )
I
=] ~—
uy
—
+F
=
=
R R R e
w
e L ow
LTOUTT T
=S S I
[T SRRy
[ LT 3 g D P ]
Taooooo
—
-
=

v —
[at it= oIS o
(] —
<
.
Y]
F
=
=
——
w
nHuvl.Z,Jrn.,b
- T PR LR T T
E2EUOCTCTTI
—Em g g
[CE SRR
UL DD D
“—ooOoa
—
—
J
—
—
=

[ ]
=ty O <
R

o

L)

* o =k Ly

L | . « ¥
(==}

1

=

=

—

[11]

o

m123.ﬂ.5

2 LU

L T OTWTUOY

— ™ ™ oy g
[N SRS S ]

oI TR T R LR cT I

bl e = e e Y

—

-

wJ

—_

—

=

[ = ol W I o]
R R )
[ I S |

13982
= a s oa w

MO

ccccc

MM 1.7

Becade 1
Decade 2
Decade 3
Decade 4
Decade 5

Range

11-67



CONTINUATION OF TABLE II-6

Alternatives Benchmarks
Output/Activity 1st Dec  Alt. Alt, Alt, All, Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt, Min Max Ma X Max Max
Uni1ts  Current A B C D E F G H I J level PNV Timber Range Maler

Timber MM$ 4.2
Gecade 1 0 2.9 2.1 0 1.8 -3.1 -7 2.7 6.6 1.1 ~4.2 9.2 7.9 8.4 8.3
Decade 2 G 1.4 1.8 -.1 1.6 -3.2 -7 2.6 3.0 7 -4.,2 4.8 4.6 4.8 5.5
Decade 3 -1.9 ¢ 7 -1.2 .5 -3.3 ~-1.5 -7 -.5 -.4 ~4,2 2.3 2.0 2.6 1.8
Decade 4 -9 7 .9 -.9 g -3.3 -1.9 -.4 g -.3 -4.2 .6 -.4 -.1 .3
Decade 5 -.3 A 2.0 -.6 1.6 -4,2 -4,2 .1 .7 ~.4 -4.2 -4 -.6 -.4 -.3

Fuelwood MMS .3
Decade 1 0 0 0 0 ¢ 0 -1 0 .1 G ~.3 0 1 .1 .1
Decade 2 -.1 0 0 0 o -.1 -.1 0 Q 0 -3 0 .1 1 Q
Decade 3 -.1 -.1 0 -.1 0 -.1 -1 -.1 -1 0 =.3 -.1 1 -.1 -1
Decade 4 -.1 -1 -1 -.1 -1 -.1 -.2 -.1 -1 -1 -.3 -.2 -1 -.2 -.2
Becade 5 -.2 -.1 -.1 -2 -1 -.1 -.2 -.2 -1 -.1 -3 -.2 -2 -.2 -2

Water Yield * MMS 3
Decade 1 ¢ Wi 1 g 2 A& 0 .2 4 0 -.3 .7 .2 .6 .6
Decade 2 .7 1.2 .9 1.3 1.1 .5 .6 1.2 1.7 7 -3 Z2.4 1.3 2.2 2.3
Decade 3 1.3 2.1 1.9 2.1 2.1 .7 1.1 2.1 2.6 1.9 -.3 3.5 2.6 3.7 3.8
Decade 4 1.3 2.6 2.7 2.6 2.8 .9 1.5 2.7 3.0 2.9 -.3 4.1 3.3 4.5 4.6
Decade 5 1.9 2.9 3.3 2.9 3.3 1.0 1.7 2.9 3.2 3.5 -.3 4.1 3.3 4.4 4.4

Costs (MM 1982 $ Undiscounted)

Total Forest Budget

Fixed Costs - There are no changes from current for fixed ccsts between alternatives or decades.

Variable Costs

Investments

Total Roads MMS 7
Decade 1 0 b .3 -.1 .3 -.6 -.3 .5 1.8 .1 -7 1.4 2.5 2.5 2.9
Decade 2 .2 1.1 1.0 .3 1.5 -4 0 1.0 1.0 .3 -7 1.6 2.5 2.8 1.9
Decade 3 .8 1.1 1.8 7 1.9 -.4 .2 1.1 1.1 .6 -7 1.5 1.9 2.3 1.4
Decade 4 .3 1.3 1.7 .6 1.2 -.4 .2 i.3 1.3 .6 -7 1.0 1.0 1.3 1.2
Decade 5 .2 1.0 1.1 .3 1.3 -.3 c 1.0 1.0 A -7 .3 .5 .4 .7

*Yalues for increases over natural only
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE II-5

Alternatives Benchmarks
Output/fctivity 1st Dec AltL. A, ATt. ATt. Alt, ATt. ATt ATt. ATt. ATt. Min Max Hax Max Max
Upits  Current A B ¢ ) E F G H i J Level PNV Timber Range jater
App Roads MME .3
Decade 1 0 0 1 -.1 .1 -.3 - Z .2 1.1 .3 -.3 4 1.4 1.3 1.1
Decade 2 G 0 5 .1 1.0 -.2 -.1 5 A N -3 1.8 1.7 1.9 1.1
Decade 3 4 1 1.1 .2 1.2 -.2 0 .6 .5 4 -3 b .5 .8 1,1
Decade 4 G .3 1.0 .3 B -.2 0 4 .8 ! -.3 .2 .4 .7 7
Decade 5 0 .2 .5 4] i -2 -1 2 .6 .5 -.3 ¢ .2 4 4
Purch Crd Rds MMS .4
Decade 1 0 .8 2 0 1.2 -.3 -1 .3 7 -.2 -4 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.0
Decade 2 2 1.1 .5 .2 5 -2 .1 .5 .6 -1 -.4 .8 o 9 1.0
Decade 3 4 1.0 .7 .5 o -.2 .2 .6 B -.1 -.4 1.0 .9 1.5 1.0
Decade 4 .3 1.0 g .3 .7 -2 .2 A .5 -.] -4 .8 .6 .6 .6
Decade 5 2 .8 .6 .3 .6 -.1 A R A -.1 -4 .3 .3 .3 .3
Range Investment MM} .04
Decade 1 0 ¢ .04 -.01 01 -G48 O .16 0 0 -.04 .16 0 .37 -.04
Decade 2 0 0 .04 -.01 .01 -,04 0 .04 0 0 -.04 -.04 -.03 -.04 -.03
Decade 3 G 0 .04 -.01 .01 -0 @ 07 0 0 -.04 .14 .03 .33 -.03
Decade 4 0 0 .04 -.01 01 -.04 0 .05 0 0 -.04 -.04 -.03 -.04 -.03
Decade § 0 0 .04 -.01 01 -.04 O .07 0 0 -.G4 .14 .04 34 -.03
Rec. Investment MW$ i}
Decade 1 u ) .6 .6 1] 4] 0 .6 .6 .5 0 0 C ] 0
Decade 2 0 ) .7 J 0 0 0 7 .7 .5 0 0 0 ¢ G
Decade 3 0 .7 i 7 0 0 §; 7 .7 .5 0 0 G 0 0
Decade 4 0 7 .7 .7 ¢ ¢ o .7 .7 .5 0 0 0 ¥ 0
Decade 5 0 .7 .7 .7 0 0 0 ) .7 b 0 0 0 0 0
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Alternatives Benchmarks
Gutput/Activity Ist Dec Alt.  ATt. Alt, ATt.  Alt,  ATt. ATt ATt.  Alt.” ATt. T Max  Max Max Max
Umits Current A B C ] £ F G H I J Level PNV Timber  Ranye  kater
WildTife Invest-
ment MH$ .04
Decade 1 0 0 -.03 .06 .06 -.03 .03 0 0 .05 -.04 .02 0 -04 -.04
Decade Z 0 0 -.03 .06 .04 L2 =04 0 0 .05 -.04 -.04 .13 -4 -,04
Decade 3 0 1] -.03 .06 .03 -.04 .02 0 0 .05 -.04 bz -.04 -.04 -.04
Decade 4 ] ¢ - 03 .06 .02 .02 -.04 0 0 .05 -.04 -.04 -.04 -.04 ~,04
Decade 5 0 0 ~.03 06 0 .04 G2 0 0 .05 -.04 W2 01 -0  -.04
Timber Inv. MMS .09
Decade 1 0 .09 W37 0 .22 -,07  -.02 .03 .G2 7 -.08 21 -.03 A4 =01
Decade 2 .03 .62 .96 .01 .36 -,06 .01 05 .03 33 -.09 .38 08 1.41 .15
Decade 3 -.02 .29 1.21 .05 LG4 .03 .02 01 .02 .9 -.05 A4 -,04 .28 .25
Decade 4 O 22 .63 .05 27 -.04 01 .05 12 12 =09 2.31  -.01 1.15 .76
Decade 5 L8 .28 70 .08 .34 -0 -.09 .07 .13 430 -.09 3.81 1.61 .36 .59
Operational HMMS 3,62
Decade 1 0 .21 Az 15 W31 -.36 =~ 87 .36 2,18 -.53 -1.%6 -.13 4,27 4.97 3.27
Decade 2 1,2 1.18 1.5 1.14 1.46 - 12 =73 141 .23 -.43  -2.33 4.57 5.77 5.77 2.37
Decade 3 o 1.21 2.21 1.2 1.42 .07 -.6 1,72 1.38 - 43 -2.33 4,47 5.37 6.07 2.47
becade 4 1.72 1.48 2.46 1.6 2.56 .36 ~-.33 2.0 2.08 -.33 -2.43 4,17 3,67 6.77 2.77
Decade 5 2.22 2.12 Z2.86 2.37 Z2.59 39 =99 2,36 2.17 -,33  -2.43 4,97 2.77 5.27 2.07
hon Forest Service
Cosi excluding Roads MM 3.6
Decade 1 0 .9 i.0 -.6 7 2.7 -1.0 1.4 4.2 4 ~3.6 4.4 5.3 5.8 5.6
Decade 2 -.8 o 7 -.9 .6 -3.0 -1.3 1.0 1.3 1.1 -3.6 2.5 3.0 2.8 3.2
Decade 3 ~e.B 4 -7 -2.3 -1.1 -3.1 -2.1 -2.0 1.7 2.0 -3.6 .1 .3 -2 -.8
Becade 4 -1.7 ~1.3 -.5 -1.8 -1.7 -3.1 -2.5 -1.5 -.2 2.8 -3.6 -.9 -1.5 -1.2 -.9
Decade 5 -i.1 ~-1.0 5 -1.4 .3 -3.6 -3.6 -l.0 ~.3 2.7 -3.6 -.5 -1.3 ~-1,1 ~-1.0
Returns tu Treasury MS 1565
Becade 1 0 673 480 -1b 248 ~665 -217 614 1£95 394 -1184 1813 1307 1512 1752
Decade « 293 513 272 285 296 -367 81 764 bde 141 ~1184 1591 744 1140 1625
Decade 2 162 856 1369 759 1193 ~-366 -211 981 £68 934 -1184 1188 1264 1534 892
Decade 4 2096 2156 2573 2066 2317 ~341 -14 2443 2144 2569 -1184 2693 2502 2753 2465
Decade 5 6333 6552 6814 6470 6546 -536 38 6455 6394 6546 ~-1184 5360 6384 6517 6313
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TABLE II-6
Comparison of Response to Issues, Concerns and Opportunities

Table 1I-6, which follows, compares the responsiveness of each alternative to some of the issues and concerns that
have been identified for the Ashiey National Forest. To the extent possible issues and concerns are compared 1in
this Table I1I-6 using percentages or quantities to give a picture of 1ssue resolution.

Issue Element Alternatives A through I: A1l Decades

1. Transportation - "How much and what type of access is needed on the Ashley National Forest?"

The publics expressing interest in this issue were divided between those desiring more and easier access and
those wanting l1mited or less access to National Forest lands. In general, the access question was related to
road access, therefore those alternatives with the most miles of road construction and reconstruction (B, C,
E, H, and I) would be most responsive to those publics desiring more and easier access and the alternatives
with the Teast road construction and re-construction (A, D, F, G, and J) would most nearly satisfy the publics
desiring less access.

Comparison Percent of Current direction Alternative A First Decade
Issue Element Units Decade A B C D E F G H I J

2. Fuelwood Available MMCF per year 1 100 110 107 99 105 100 88 110 134 100
2 8z 94 95 94 108 84 76 105 95 160
3 79 71 111 75 113 83 66 81 75 100
& 64 62 97 69 34 75 57 71 76 66
b

45 63 67 54 69 77 42 47 60 66

Fuelwood availability is a major issue with the local publics using the Ashley National Forest.
The figures shown above display how each decade of each alternative compares to the amount of
fuelwood available in decade 1 of Alternative A, Current demand equals approximately 2.1 MMCF
and Alternative A, decade 1, shows 10.0 MMCF available. Note that even Alternative G decade
five, which has the Towest percentage (42%) of Tuelwood available, still exceeds present demand
by over half a millionr cubic feet.
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE II-6

Comparison Percent of Current direction Alternative A First Decade
Issue Element Units Decade A B C D E F G H I J
3. Water Quality M Tons of 1 100 100 106 100 112 97 100 100 100 100
Sediment per 2 103 118 128 103 137 97 100 106 112 113
year 3 109 134 143 106 143 97 103 109 134 128
4 118 150 159 118 159 100 106 118 156 150
5 112 153 156 109 156 106 112 115 150 150

Sediment delivered to 1ive streams is a rough indication of one water quality factor, turbidity.
The above percentages display a comparison to a background level for this factor of 32 thousand
tons annually. While some alternatives and some decades show apparently significant

percentage increases, it should be recognized that practices such as road construction

logging and grazing were limited in all alternatives to levels that would not exceed the 10

NTU increase 1isted as a Utah State Standard.

Comparison Percent of Current direction Aiternative A First Decade
Issue Element Units Pecade A B C D E F G H 1 J
3. Water Quantity M Ac Ft 1 100 100 100 101 100 98 97 100 100 100
Yield per 2 105 106 105 106 106 99 99 106 107 105
year 3 106 107 107 107 107 99 100 107 108 106
4 107 108 109 109 109 99 100 109 109 107
5 107 109 110 109 110 99 101 109 109 108

The water yield percentages shown above are comparisons to decade one, Alternative A, background
level calculations. While all the percentages are relatively close, even a one percent increase
in water is important for down stream uses such as irrigation. WNote that water quantities are
directly influenced by and 1nfluence sediment yields shown in the previous set of figures.
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE II-6

Comparison Percent of Current direction Alternative A First Decade
Issue Element Units Decade A B C D E F G H 1 J
4, Range Management M Dollars 1 100 100 200 75 125 0 0 375 100 100
Invested 2 100 100 200 75 125 0 0 205 100 100
per year 3 100 100 200 75 125 0 0 286 100 100
4 100 100 200 75 125 0 0 232 100 100
5 100 100 200 75 125 0 0 286 100 100

Range improvement investment levels are displayed above as they compare to an average of past
investment levels. This average was $28,000 in 1978 dollars or the equivalent of $40,000 in
1982 dollars. Alternative H shows the highest total investment in all decades.

Comparison Percent of Current direction Alternative A First Decade
Issue Element Units Decade A B C D E F G H ) J
M AUMs 1 100 106 123 90 109 82 68 123 108 105
Produced 2 105 110 130 92 113 83 70 131 112 109
per year 3 108 118 136 94 118 83 74 135 116 118
4 110 129 142 95 121 83 77 142 119 129
5 112 140 149 96 123 83 77 146 119 140

The Tivestock use or thousands of AUMs produced are of primary importance to that segment of
the public involved in the ranching/livestock business. While large increases in AUMs
produced may be relatively insignificant due to lack of demand, small decreases in production
such as those shown for Alternatives D, F and G can be critical for local ranchers dependent
upon National Forest allotments to round out their grazing seasons. The percentage figures
are comparisons to decade 1 of Alternative A at a level of 77,000 AUMs.

Issue Element

Comparison Percent of Current direction Alternative A First Decade
Units Decade A B C D E F G H I J

5. & 12, Timber
Mahagement

100 184 157 100 139 27 81 178 293 1585
100 178 157 100 151 27 81 178 150 155
57 121 136 72 130 27 6% 87 103 142
106 109 139 100 130 27 66 103 24 142
109 124 157 96 151 0 72 109 133 142
The volume of timber harvest is an issue of significance to that portion of the local economy

that is timber related. In addition to the economic significance, the on-going mountain
pine beetle epidemic has created a high level of concern both locally and regionally. Dead

MMCF per year

O P o RO
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE II-6

and dying lodgepoie and ponderosa pine stands are both an aesthetic and a fire protection
concern to knowledgeabie publics. The above figures compare each decade of each alternative
to a harvest level of 3.3 MMCF per year shown as 100% in Alternative A, decade one. Note that
alternatives A, C, D, E, F, G, and J show basically even-flow harvest programs at differing
levels. Alternatives B, H, and I harvest levels would accelerate harvest for decades one and
two and then stabilize at levels slightly higher then current. Alternatives F and G could
adversely impact timber industry based employment and income.

Comparison Percent
Issue Element Units Decade A B C D E F G H )i J

160 187 137 95 141 25 70 158 245 133
133 175 206 129 195 37 108 212 225 163
170 200 258 208 250 41 133 225 220 204
162 200 258 162 250 41 141 191 216 200
145 183 229 154 225 58 116 175 200 175

Acres Clearcut
per year

WMo

The acres clearcut or harvested has a direct correlation to the timber volume harvested, The
percentage figures shown above are based on a comparison to 2,400 acres per year {rom first
decade of alternative A. Both of the above sets of figures indicate response to timber
management level and to the mountain pine beetle concern.

Comparison Percent
Issue Element Units Decade A B c D E F G H I J
6. Wi1ld)ife Management M Dollars 1 100 100 25 250 250 Z25 175 100 160 100
Invested 2 100 100 25 250 200 150 0 100 100 100
per year 3 106 100 25 250 175 0 150 100 100 100
4 100 100 25 250 150 150 0 100 100 100
5

100 100 50 250 100 150 125 100 106 100

The percentage figures shown for investment in wildlife and fish habitat improvements are a
comparison to an average of past investment levels. This average was 28,000 in 1978 dollars
or the equivalent of 40,000 in 1982 doliars. The range displayed is from a zero program 1n
Alternatives F and G for some decades where budget Timitations were extreme to approximately a
100,000 in 1982 dollars annual program in Alternative D.
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CONTINUATION OF TABLE II-6

Comparison Percent
Issue Element Units Decade A B C D E F G H I J
Numbers of 1 100 10G 61 110 100 109 107 100 100 102
E1k Z 102 103 93 110 101 109 107 102 103 102
(Summer) 3 100 103 97 112 103 109 107 103 103 100
4 98 102 87 110 103 109 107 100 102 100
5 95 97 a3 108 o8 109 107 g8 67 98
Numbers of 1 100 100 g0 110 100 109 107 100 101 100
Deer 2 102 104 93 111 100 108 107 103 105 102
(Summer) 3 101 105 96 112 105 108 107 104 107 104
4 99 102 96 112 104 108 107 102 104 101

The figures shown above for elk and deer habitat capability are comparisons to current estimated
habitat capabiiity for summer range. As noted in Table II-4, except for elk habitat in
Alternative C, the habitat capability on the National Forest equals or exceeds the State
Division of Wildlife Resources goals. Comparison figures are 5,800 elk and 45,200 deer in
current habitat capability.

Comparison Percent
Issue Element Units Decade A B C D E F G H I J
7. Total Recreation MRVD's per year 1 100 101 101 101 98 96 9z 101 162 103
Use (Dispersed, 2 114 118 117 116 112 105 98 117 118 120
Developed and 3 131 135 134 133 129 117 107 135 136 139
Wilderness) 4 146 154 152 151 146 127 114 153 156 159
5 166 172 169 169 163 141 123 171 174 178

The percentages for recreation use comparisons, above, are based on the Alternative A, decade
one projection of 1,771 MRVD's per year. Alternative G shows the lowest increase in RVDs

over the planning horizon. This is due to reduced investments in maintenance and construction
of facilities. Lack of maintenance results in older existing facilities deteriorating beyond
the point of safe use., This resuits in a shift from developed si1fe use to dispersed types of
use and activities, Alternative J provides for the most outputs since added emphasis is
provided to the recreation and wildlife resources.
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8. Landownership "Should problems of public access to National Forest iands be resolved through ownership
adjustment and should it be a high Forest pricrity?"

This issue received limited public interest. The Ashley Forest has only a small amount of
private land inholdings and these have historically created 1ittle conflict ard/or problems.
Landownership adgustments will be similar for all alternatives except F and G. In general,
alienated lands within the Forest boundary will be obtained as opportunities arise and if
budgets are sufficient. Alternatives F and G, having tight budget limitations, would use
the same priorities for acquisition or disposal of lands but over a Tonger time frame.

In addition to regular land adjustment as noted above, the Central Utah Project (CUP), has
obtained lands for wildlife habitat mitigation purposes and transferred these lands to the
National Forest for administration. This program would not vary by alternative.

9. Fire Management "To what extent should fire management strategies of less than immediate and aggressive
control be applied on the Forest and 1n what areas?"

Thys issue and concern 15 aggravated by the existing mountain pine beetle epidemic which is
increasing fuel loading and the potential for catastrophic size fires. Alternatives B, C,

E, H and I all have increased timber harvest which will reduce fuel loading by salvaging

dead materials and by breaking up the large continuous areas of dead lodgepole and ponderosa pine.

Comparison
Issue Element Units Decade A B C D E F G H I J
10. Area Open to Acres i-5 See Chapter IV for variations between alternatives.

Mineral Exploration

11, Off-Road Vehicles "Are existing area and road closures acceptable or should there be more or less closures?"

This issue did not receive intense public interest. It should be recognized that many road
and area closures are, and will continue to be, temporary in nature since they are imposed
primarily for resource protection. Examples are closures of areas and roads during big game
hunting seasons to provide for escape cover. Basically, total acres involved in areas closed
or restricted will be the same for all alternatives. The only variable is that the location
of these acres may change stightly with changing management practices.
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12. See Item 5

{Comparison Percent
Issue Element Units Decade A B C D E F G H I J
13, Wilderness Acres 1-5 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

this issue was resolved with the passage of the Utah Wilderness act of 1984. Wilderness is
treated the same in all alternatives,
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TABLE 1I-&
PRESENT WET VALUE (4% DISCOUNT RATE) AND NON PRICED GUTPUTS
{1962 DOLLARS EXPRESSED IN MM5 FOR PNV, PVC, AND PVL)

Non=-Struct. Returns to
Deer Elk Str.Hab.Impr, Habit.Impr. Water Guality Treasury (M$.
Pivy PVC PYB {MANIM) (MANIM) (Structures) (Acres) {Mac/Ft) Undiscounted)
Benchmarks
Minymum Level 358.6 9.1 427.7
Decade 1 58.0 8.5 0 0 860G 281
Decade 2 58.0 8.5 0 \ 864 381
Decade 3 68,0 8.5 ¢ G 263 381
Decade 4 58.0 8.5 0 ¢ 851 351
Decade 5 58.0 8.5 0 0 859 381
Max PNV (Assigred) 598.7 365.3 964.0
Decade 1 46,0 6.5 16 1148 &95 3378
Decade 2 46.0 6.5 0 0 957 3156
Decade 3 46,0 6.5 16 1148 977 2753
Decade 4 46.0 6.5 0 ¢ o84 4258
Decade 5 46.0 6.5 16 1148 977 7495
Alternatives
A. Current Program 528.9 237.0 765.9
becade 1 42,5 5.8 14 9z5 882 1565
Decade 2 45,5 5.9 14 925 928 1858
Decade 3 45.7 5.8 14 925 938 2327
Decade & 44 .7 5.7 14 925 945 3361
Decade 5 43.0 5.5 14 925 949 7598
B. Coordinated Resources 503.6 315.5 819.1
becade 1 45.4 5.8 14 Q75 885 2238
Decade 2 46.9 6.0 14 925 936 2078
Decade 3 47.6 6.0 14 925 952 2421
Pecade 4 45.9 5.9 14 925 961 3721
Decade & 43.7 5.9 14 925 966 8118
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TABLE II-8
PRESENT NET VALUE (4% DISCCUNT RATL) AND NON PRICED QUTPUTS
(1982 DOLLAKS LXPRESSEL IN MM$ FOK PhV, PVC, AND PVB)

Mon-Struct. Returns to
Deer ETh Str,Hab, Inpr., Habit.impr. Water Cuality Treasury {M%.
PNV PYC PVR {MALITM) { MANIMY (Structuresg {Acres) {Mac/Fi) Un¢iscounted)

C. Market Opportunity 497 .0 347,1 8441

Decade 1 40.9 5.3 g 350 883 1085
Becade 2 42.2 5.4 E 350 932 1637
Decade 3 43.4 £.6 5 350 948 2934
Decade 4 43.3 5.4 5 356 SE2 4138
Decade 5 41.9 5.4 5 350 972 8379
D. Non Market 534.8 259.0 783.§

Decade | 49,6 6.4 26 2307 853 1550
Decade 2 50.3 6.4 26 2307 839 1850
Decade 3 50.8 6.5 26 2307 851 3zl
Decade 4 50,2 €.3 26 2307 €69 3651
Decade 5 49,2 6.3 26 2307 965 8035
E. 1980 RPA 521.7 307.6 829.3

Decade 1 45,4 5.8 26 2307 885 1813
Decaae ¢ 45.4 5.9 P 1574 938 1864
Decade 3 47.5 6.0 2z 1641 651 2758
Decade 4 16.8 6.0 i7 1308 863 3882
Pecade £ 44,4 5.7 14 992 872 8111
F. Current Budget 482.3 163.2 645.5

Becade 1 49.2 6 2 4 149 871 a9Go
Decade 2 49,0 6.3 17 1321 874 1208
Decade 3 48.9 6.3 0 0 877 1199
Decade 4 48.6 6.3 17 1321 820 1224
Decade % 48.3 6.3 19 1394 881 10629
G. Reduced Budget 478.5 178.8 657.3

Decade L 48.1 6.2 19 1558 864 1348
Decade 2 48.1 6.2 4] 0] &75 1646
Decade 3 8.1 6.2 17 1201 884 1354
Decade 4 43,2 6.2 0 0 890 1651
Decade & 48,3 6.2 17 1201 883 1603
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TABLE 1I-8
PRESENT NET VALUE (4% D1SCCUNT RATE) AND NON PRICCD OUTPUTS
{1982 DOLLARS EXPRESSED 1M MM$ FOR PNV, PVC, AND PVB)

Non-Struct. Returns to
Deer Elk Str.Hab.Impr. Habit.Impr. Uater Guality Treasury (MM$.
PhV PVC PYB (hANIM) (MANINK) {Structures) {Acres, (Mac/Ft) Undiscounted}

H. Livs-Timber Emphasis 533.9 313.7 847.6

Decade 1 45.4 5.8 14 925 885 2179
Decade 2 46,7 5.9 14 924 437 2329
Decade 3 47.0 6.0 14 9.5 952 2546
Decade 4 46,3 5.8 14 525 962 4008
Decade 5 44.9 5.7 14 925 565 8024
I. Accelerated Harvest 538.5 353.9 892.4

Decade 1 45.5 5.8 14 625 829 3160
Decade 2 47.5 6.0 14 925 945 2207
Decade 3 48.3 6.0 14 925 $60 2423
Decade 4 46.8 5.5 14 925 967 3609
Decade 5 43.9 5.6 14 925 976G 7959
J. Prelerred 51¢ 286 803

Decade 1 45.3 5.9 15 500 882 1959
Decade 2 46.7 5.9 15 500 629 1706
Uecade 4 47.6 5.8 15 560 942 2450
Decade 4 46.9 5.8 15 5C0 952 4134
Decade B 43.6 6.7 15 500 958 8111
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PNV

PYC

Rt

TABLE II-9

PRESENT NET VALUE (4% DISCOUNT RATE)} AND QUALITATIVE EFFECTS
{1982 DOLLARS EXPRESSED IN MM$ OVER 150 YEARS FOR PNV, PYC, AND PVB)

PVB

Narrative

Benchmarks

Mintmum Level

Max PNV (Assigned)

Alternatives

A,

B.

Current Program

Coordinated Resources

358.6

503.6

69.1

365,3

237.0

315.5

8427.7

964.0

765.9

819.1

This benchwark 15 based on a custodral manzgement philosophy. Only natural or
uncentrotlabie cutputs would be managed except fer livestock use identifred 1n a USDA
position statement on the Ute Indian Tribe livestock use., It has the lowest PVC and PWY
1n comparisen to all the alternattves and benchmarks. Due to ihe managewent phifosophy
of this benchmark 1t would have less of a response Lo 1ssues and concerns, opportunities
(ICO} than would the current program alternetive  Visual cuality would be as
wnventoried - budgeting tn a custodial situaticn would not provide for management

of this resource,

The purpose of this benchmark 1s to maximize the PNV of a1l the resources assigned
values 1n the FORPLAN mecel. It has the highest PNV and PVC 1n comparisor to all the
giternatives, For most i1ssues, this benchmark exceeds alternative A. Costs 1nvolved 1n
road construction, range and wildli1fe investments are also higher. A large number of
acres have been assigned to a« prescriptien that could allow vartation frow the
nventoried VQO.

The "No Action" alternative is the continuation of current management outputs and
activities through the planning peried. This aiternavive 15 responsive tq most ICQ's 1n
relation to Forest outputs assuming current demand for goods ana services remains
constant over time. It 1s ranked fourth Tewest wn PVC and this 15 due 1o fow resource
1nvestments and voad costs, It 15 also ranked fifth highest 1n PNV and this 15 due to
iower costs particularly in timber and road construction 1n comparison to other
alternatives. Resource management activities would create a situation with moderate
deviation from inventoried VOU's.

This alternative 1s ceveloped to respond to ithe beetle epidemic issue {Issue S and 12)
while maintaining cther resource programs under the multiple-use philosophy. In
comparison to Aliernative A, 1t 1s more responsive to 1ssues such as the heetle epidemic
fuelwood unavailability and fire management. It is less responsive to a segment of the
public 1r regard to the trasportalion 1ssue, This alternative 1s the fourth highest

n PYC ana this is primarily due to the high costs in timber management and road
construction/veconstruction in the Tirst two decades. It js the fourth Towest PNV

which primarily due to the high costs involved with this alternative. Resource
management activities would create a situation with moderate deviation from inventoried
VGo's.
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TABLE 1I-9

PRESENT NET VALUE (4% DLISCOUNT RATE} AND QUALITATIVE EFFECTS
(1982 DOLLARS EXPRESSED IN MM$ OVER 150 YEARS FOR PNV, PNC, AND PVYB)

PYC

PVD

Narrative

Market Oppertumity

Non Market

1980 RPA

Current Budget

Peduced Budget

457.0

534.8

521.7

482.3

478.5

347.1

307.6

163.2

178.8

844,72

793.8

829.3

645.5

657.3

The purpuse of this alternative 15 to grve management emphasts on the preduction of
market resources such as timber, livestock furage, and developed recreation. In regard
to ICG*s, most of the outputs produced under this aiternative are higher than the
Current Program alternative. Wildlife management would suffer under this alternative.
The PYC Tor this alternative 1s the third highest amerg ali the alternatives eand the two
benchmark. It 1s rarked seventh in highest PNV, Resource management activities would
create a s1tuation with a high deviation from 1nventoried VGO's,

Maragement of non-market resources such as dispersed recreation, wildlife, and water
would be emphasized under this alternative. It would be more responsive 1o issues
(ICO# 3, 6,7) related to these resource than the current program alternative This
alternative 15 listed fiTth 1n the Teast PVC ranking and third in the highest PNV
renking. The costs for maraging these resources tend to be less than those for timber
and road construction. Dispersed recieation provides a major portion of benefits for
all alternatives and benchmarks, ReSource management oCtivities would create a
situation with a low deviation from 1nventeriea VGO's.

The objective of this alternative 15 to meet RPA (1980) resource output targets. This
alternative 15 more responsive to 1ssues (ICCH 2, 5, 6) related to fuelwood, timber and
wildl1fe than alternative A, 1t 1s ranked sixth in PYC and in PNY. There 15 a higher
level of investments under this alterrative than alternative A particularly for timber,
road construction and wildlife. Resource management activities woeuld create & situation
with a high deviation from 1nventoried VQO's.

This alternative was designed to manage resource goods and services based on the current
budget Tevel for the entire planning peried. Due to the buaget constraint, this
alternative s less responsive tc some issues (ICO# 3, 4, 5, 7) and more responsive to
vthers (ICO# 2 and 6) 1n comparison to alternative A. [t 1s T1sted second

1n the least PVC rankinyg and ninth 1n the highest PNV ranking. This 15 cdue te a

Tow 1nvestment level with the result of a low PNV, Resource management activities would
create a situation with . low deviation from 1nventoried VQO's,

The purpose of this alternative was te demonstrate what level of resource geods and
services could be preduced under o budget that was 25 percent Tower than the
current ten year average. Again, this alternative is 1ess responsive to some 1ssues
(ICO# 2, 3, 7) 1n comparison to the current program while for other issues 1t 1s con-
sistent with alternative A, It 1s 1isted third in the least cost (PVC) ranking and
tenth 1n the highest FNV ranking. The reason jor this 1s simiar to alternative F
in that Tow level investments result in Tow PNY. Rescurce management activities would
create a si1tuation with low deviation from inventoried VQ0's.
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THBLE 11-§

PRESENT MET VALUE (4% DISCOUNT RATE) AND QUALITATIVE EFFECTS
(1982 DOLLARS EXPRESSED IN MM$ OVER 150 YEARS FOR PNV, PVC, AND PVB)

PVC

PYB

Narrative

H.

I

d.

Livs-Timber Emphastis

Accelerated Harvest

Preferred

533.9

£38.5

592.1

313.7

353.9

2856.7

847.6

8%Z.4

a03.2

This alternative was designed to altow for maragement activities to weet the 1985 RPA
target levels for this Forest. In regard to 1ssues, Tt 15 more responsive than
alternative A to fuelweod, range, timber and recreation 1ssues and consistent with
alternative A on the vemaining 1ssues. It has a higher PVC than the current program
alternative ranked seventh) and has & stightly higher PNV than alternative A (ranked
fourth). Resource management activities would create a situation with high deviation
from 1nventoried VQO's.

This alternative was designed for the purpose of responding to the beetle epidemic Tssue
and management emphasis 1s on the salvage and utilization of beetle killed timber., This
alternative 1s more responsive to issues such as fuelwood, timber, vrecreation and fire
management than altevnative A but Tess responsive to such 155ues as wildlife and water
quality. It 1s ranked terth for the least PVC and second highest 1n PNV. The high
costs are nostly dug to timber management activities and road construction. The high
net value 1s due to greater contribution to PVB by dispersed recreation and by higher
iimber and water outputs. Resource management activities would create & strtuation with
moderate deviation from inventoried VQ0's,

This alternative was designed to accommodate public responses along with management
cbjectives and 1t gives more emphasts to recreation and wildiife rescurces while
salvaging beetle k1llec timber where practical. A large area 15 being managed 1n a wey
ihat does not allow for timber harvest activities and associated roads during the
first decade, Road construction 1s considerably Tess thar for aiternatives B, C, H,
and I. The PNY for this alternatives 1s only exceeded by alternative I. Cnly 4 of
the alternatives have a lower PYC and only 4 alternatives have higher PYB.

11-84



CHAPTER Il

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT



A.

lll. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the existing environment on
the Ashley National Forest. It describes the present condition of each
Forest resource and the environment affected by implementing any of the
alternatives. Each resource element is discussed in terms of current
situation, demand, and opportunity. Information in this chaptef/was
drawn primarily from the revised AMS, completed in March, 1984 =, along
with recent data developed as a result of 1984 Utah Wilderness
Tegislation. The future environment, as affected by the Proposed Action
or the other alternatives, will be discussed in detail in Chapter IV
entitled "Environmental Consequences."

Prior to the Utah Wilderness Act of 1984, the Forest planning process
had developed an inventory of lands that are essentially unroaded and
undeveloped, meeting the minimum definition of wilderness, and qualified
for wilderness evaluation per NFMA Regulation 219.17. The inventory
contained 13 roadless areas, totalling 717,792 acres Forest-wide. This
inventory and description of each area is filed with the Forest's
planning records.

The Utah Wilderness Act of 1984 designated 273,426 acres on the Forest
and 750,050 acres within the State of Utah as Wilderness. It is
estimated that this area will meet the anticipated demand for wilderness
during the first planning period. At the end of this period, and during
Forest Plan revision, the need for additional wilderness will be
evaluated. The total acres that are estimated to be available at that
time is shown in Chapter IV.

This land and resource management plan provides for a full range of
management prerogatives for the national forest lands involved. This
inciudes some lands which are the subject of ongoing 1itigation
concerning the boundaries of the Uintah Indian Reservation. A recent
decision of the United States Court of Appeals for the Tenth Circuit in
State of Utah v, Ute Indian Tribe, 773 F.2d 1087, ruled that the 1905
designation of aproximately one million acres of national forest did not
diminish the boundaries of the Uintah Indian Reservation. The State of
Utah is appealing the decision of the court of appeals to the United
States Supreme Court which may hear the case. Although the outcome of
this case may affect the jurisdiction of the state over persons in the
national forest, the Department of Agriculture does not construe the
decision as affecting federal administration of the lands and resources
pursuant to the laws and regulations governing the national forests.
Accordingly, this plan is not affected by the status of the boundaries
of the Uintah Indjan Reservation.

PHYSICAL and BIOLOGICAL SETTING

The Ashley National Forest contains Tands located in southwestern
Wyoming and eastern Utah. These lands fall within three geographical
areas: the Wyoming Basin, the Uinta Mountains, and the Tavaputs

Y The AMS is available for review at the Forest Supervisor's Office.
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Plateau. The land characteristics range from high desert country to
high subalpine mountain areas. The elevation varies from a iow of about
6,000 to a high of 13,528 feet above sea level at the summit of Kings
Peak.

The annual precipitation varies from approximately 16 inches in the high
desert country to 35 inches or more at the higher elevations as a result
of both snowfalls during the winter and summer rains. Moisture
evagoration is high because of low humidity, high temperatures, and
winds,

Topographical diversity and intensive land management has served to
protect the visual quality on the Forest. The existing vegetation
patterns and the geological formations further add to the aesthetics.

Acres of outstanding scenic beauty exist within the Forest such as the
Sheep Creek Geological Area, the High Uintas Wilderness, and the Flaming
Gorge National Recreation Area.

The Forest has other visual assets such as steep canycns and high
mountain peaks, glaciated basins, large open meadow areas, as well as a
diversity of vegetation and wildlife arrangements. The Uinta Mountain
portion of the Forest offers a scenic backdrop for the communities of
both the south and north slopes of the Uintas.

The biological T1ife zones vary from the high desert to the high
mountains. Grasses and shrubs of the desert grade into pinyon-juniper
forests at the lower elevations and grasses and shrubs at higher
elevation. Aspen is found at the mid elevations of the Forest, giving
way to mixed aspen and conifer followed by conifer forests. These
conifer forests are comprised of lodgepele pine with mixture of fir and
spruce. At the higher elevations, Krumholtz fir gives way to grasses
and forbs above timberline,

The big game species include elk, bear, cougar, moose, myle deer and
antelope. Rocky Mountain sheep have recently been introduced. The
condition and amount of available winter range off the Forest are
critical factors governing the deer and elk populations.

The majority of winter range occurs off the Forest. The availabie
habitat with suitable browse for winter range has decreased in past
years because of development, mining, and road construction. The summer
range for deer and elk is much less critical for the majority of the
Forest. It is, however, a limiting factor on the South Unit of the
Tavaputs Plateau because of lack of water in the summer months.

Currently, more management emphasis is being directed towards the
non-game and small game animal species. Non-game bird and raptor
habitat is alsoc recognized as an important part of the Forest. More
management effort is being directed towards ithis resource.
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C. SOCIAL and ECONOMIC SETTING

1. PRIMARY ZONE OF INFLUENCE

The Ashley National Forest is Tocated primarily in northeastern Utah,
with some borders penetrating southern Wyoming. Four main counties
concerned are: Duchesne, Uintah, and Daggett in Utah, and Sweetwater in
Wyoming., There are some influences felt from Utah county and Summit
county in Utah as well as visitors from Colorado. However, these
influences do not comprise major factors in the primary zone of
influence. The total population of the four county area 1s 75,515 (1980
census). Sweetwater, Wyoming, has the mosi influence directed from the
Green River and Rock Springs area.

The majority of Forest users reside south of the south slopes of the
Uintas in Ashley Valley (city of Vernal, Naples and populated centers of
Maeser, Jensen, Glines, and Ashley), Roosevelt, Duchesne and numerous
small communities in Duchesne and Uintah counties. There are three
distinct cultures within the zone of influence; the Ute Indians,
Tongtime residents, and the newcomers to the area. Forest users
generaily concentrate their efforts on the developed and dispersed
recreation facilities and on the scenic drives 1n and around the Forest. ™
For Dagyett County, the total area is 461,440 acres of which 258,938

acres ?50%) are National Forest land. The north slope of the Uinta
Mountains is located in this county with the two major population

centers being Manila and Butch John. The major employment sectors are
government, tourism, industry, and farming and ranching. The minority
popuiation of Daggett County 1s 1.9%.

Duchesne County has a total area of 2,086,000 acres of which 726,125

acres (35%) are National Forest land. The major population centers are
Roosevelt, Duchesne, and Myton, with the major employment sectors being
government, mining, retail and wholesale trade and agriculture. The
minority population of Duchesne County is 4.5 percent.

Uintah County has a total area of 2,856,320 acres of which 270,430 acres
(10%) are National Forest land. The major population centers are
Vernal, Maeser and Jensen with the major employment sectors being
mining, trade, service, government, and tourism. The minority
population of Uintah County 15 12.7 percent.

Sweetwater County, which is tied to the Flaming Gorge National
Recreation Area, has a total area of 6,706,669 acres of which 126,701
acres (2%) are National Forest land. The major population centers are
Green River and Rock Springs, Wyoming with the major employment sectors
being mining and energy resource development with related services,
construction, and public administration. The minority population of
Sweetwater County is 6 percent.

The 1870 and 1980 popuiations for the counties within the zone of
influence of the Forest are shown in Table III-1 (1980 preliminary U.S.
Census):

Table III~2 shows county receipts for 1978, 1979, and 1980.
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TABLE TII-1

ECONOMIC INDICATORS PAST TRENDS AND BASELINE PROJECTIONS
(1978 dollars inflated to 1/1/1982)

Past Trends Baseline
% Change From 1980
1960 1970 1977 1980 1985 1590 1995

Population (M Persons) 37.8 39.0 64.9 75.4 +.512 +.,5612 +.909

Income {MM$) 70.2 214.0 1172.1 1166.3 +2.631 +2.631 +4,626

Employment (M Persons) 6.8 18.0 27.3 32.6 +134 +134  +229
Agriculture 2464 2134 2300 2800 +11 +11 +10
Logging and Sawmiils N/A N/A 100 100 +15 +15 +15
Manufacturing 236 485 N/A 763 --- - -

Tourism and Retail Trade 1034 2772 2862 6114 +556 +55  +113

Government (Federal, 1171 3305 632 4552  -- -—- -

State and Local)

TABLE III-2

COUNTY RECEIPTS ($)

Payment in Lieu of Taxes 1978 1979 1980
Daggett 36,070 36,070 36,070
Duchesne 381,137 387,863 378,973
Uintah 427,913 502,992 516,582
Sweetwater No Record 531,479 693,303

Twenty-Five% Fund

Paid to Daggett 29,525 19,555 28,285

State from Duchesne 79,558 52,760 76,312

Forest Service Uintah 30,835 20,423 29,540

Collections Sweetwater 10,891 7,271 10,517

The above data indicates that both Uintah and Daggett counties
experienced a growth rate higher than that for the state of Utah.
Sweetwater County experienced a 126 percent population growth rate for
the same ten year period. This information is important in that these
three counties are the primary recreation users of the Forest.

There are still some livestock and timber 1ndustries dependent on Forest
Tand for economic support. Several sawmiils in the Vernal area are
active and utilize most of the annual harvest from the Forest. Ranchers
use Forest cattle allotments for summer grazing. If these allotments
did not exist, it would be difficult to maintain the cattle they now
have. There is an economic reliance, particularily in small rural
Tocations, on these industries,
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Almost all of the water used for domestic purposes and much of the water
used for irrigation in the Uintah Basin originates within the Forest
boundaries. MWater administration and management policies and practices
are particularly 1mportant to the Ashley National Forest and adjacent
communities. It may be a growing issue or concern for Forest management
because of future water needs. There are some development or water
issues on the Forest which could cause changes within the county as well
as on the Forest.

a. Economic Indicators

As indicated in the population statistics, the Uintah Basin has
experienced an average of 66% growth 1n population during the ten year
period from 1970 to 1980. Much of this growth has been tied directly to
energy development with the projected growth dependent on developments
in the energy related fields. *

2.  SECONDARY ZONE OF INFLUENCE

It is difficult to designate where boundary lines should be drawn for
the Secondary Zone of Influence because of the active recreational
outlets in northeastern Utah which have attracted many national
visitors. The Secondary Zone of Influence comprises areas not directly
within the Forest boundary or influenced by Forest decisions but still
getting impacts from the Forest.

There has been significant impact on the Utah economy due to tourism,
and there is an economic reliance in the Basin area towards Secondary
Zone of Influence income. Visitors from the Salt Lake/Ogden
metropolitan area going to Flaming Gorge {as well as to the Dinosaur
National Monument) have affected Targe economic gains. Since Flaming
Gorge is receiving national recognition as a "trophy" fishing site,
there are even more national visitors. These impacts must be recognized
in Forest planning and management.

* Information contained in the Social Econcomical Overview for the
primary zone of influence was based on 1980 labor data and
projected growth was tied to energy development. Since 1980,
changes on a national level have brought changes in the energy
retated sectors to the local level. Since 1982 a reduction in the
energy sector has resulted in a 12.0% unemployment rate as of
Aprit, 1986, for the Uintah Basin (Uintah and Duchesne counties)
with Uintah County having an 10.9% unemployment rate. There is
currently an over abundance of homes on the market as a result of
the projected energy related growth rate and an expected influx of
people into the area had not been realized. The projections of
1980 have not been realized due to changes in the energy sector.
Projections to the year 2000 at this time are difficult to make and
growth will be a result of national direction in energy related
fields.
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Water can be defined as another significant Secondary Zone of Influence
issue. Water is obviously critical to the survival of the Uintah Basin,
but water from the the Basin is also supporting the Wasatch Front area
through the Central Utah Project as well as contributing to states
downstream in the Colorade River system. Since growth impacts in the
Primary Zone of Influence are tentatively forcing a more active water
management policy, both Zones of Influence must be considered.

Obviousiy the energy industry now located 1n the Uinta Basin area has
national overtones. Concern for the growth of 0il and gas exploration
is the issue of the 80's, particularly in Utah. The Basin has relied on
these industries for a large portion of their income and survival while
the rest of the nation relies on all energy sources for survival. As is
the case in southern Wyoming, Utah is an energy rich state whose economy
is becoming more and more influenced by those industries.

Additional information on the Social Economic Overview is contained 1in
Appendix B and in the A.M.S. in the Forest Supervisor's Office n
Vernal, Utah.

RESOURCE ELEMENTS
1.  RECREATION

The Ashley National Forest is a popular outdcor recreation Forest
because of the high qguality recreation opportunities. Popular uses
range from camping in the summer to snowmobiling in the winter. There
is a great deal of fishing on the Forest as well as many opportunities
for hunting.

Significant attractions and impacts influencing the recreation situation
on this Forest can be placed in two categories. First this Forest
1ncludes national recreation attractions such as Flaming Gorge National
Recreation Area, High Uinta Wilderness, and 1t 1s located adjacent to
Dinosaur National Monument. Second, this Forest 15 situated in the
middle of major mineral and energy related development areas of the
Uinta Basin and southwestern Wyoming, with expanding populations.
Special sjtuations that may have an impact on future recreation
management are the deteriorating facilities caused by inadequate
investment in faci1lity maintenance, future funding levels, and the
present insect epidemic causing losses to the lodgepole pine.

Areas with existing or proposed formal classifications such as Sheep
Creek Geological area, Green River Wild and Scenic River, Little Hole
and Fish Creek National Recreation Trails add to the recreation
atiractions of this Forest. With the complietion of the Central Utah
reservoirs, this Forest will probably contain more acres of "Flat
Water", which is a major attraction in the arid west, than any other
Forest in the region.

Fiaming Gorge Arca is unique in many ways but a special situation exists
here because of the amount and type of existing capital improvements.
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In all probability there are very few if any National Recreation areas
in the National Forest System that contain the type of capital
investments present here. These investments are expensive to operate
and maintain, Visitor information services are an important part of the
program. They involve cooperation with other agencies and interpretive
associations, The Forest Service has made a commitment to manage
special areas and the public generally expects that commitment to be
fulfilled, as expressed in the public involvement sessions.

Central Utah Projects and associated recreation features are being
constructed on and near this Forest. Recreation development around
these reservoirs will be providing many new attractions that will tend
to provide a more even distribution of site capacity on the Forest. At
present a large part of our developed site capacity exists on the
Flaming Gorge District. Stabilization of high lake reservoirs and
development of trailhead facilities to compliment dispersed recreation
use are also being planned and constructed. In addition, roads and
trails are being designed and constructed to facilitate the development
sites and dispersed recreation areas. Essential administrative
facilities are also being pilanned.

a. Developed Recreation ~ Public

Flaming Gorge Ranger District receives a large part of the total
Forest recreational use. Recreation use has increased
substantially over the last 10 years. The number of major
developed facilities, by Ranger Bistricts, is shown in Table III-3.
Most use of developed facilities 1s during the summer months and
the fall hunting season, and facilities adjacent to plowed highways
receive some use during the winter months.

TABLE III-3 - MAJOR DEVELOPED SITES BY RANGER DISTRICT

Developed Sites
Ranger District Pubiic Private Capacity PAOT Total
D-1 Flaming Gorge 68 8 14,490
D-2 Vernal 9 2 905
D-3 Roosevelt 11 4 1,233
D-4 Duchesne 7 1 830
Total
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In recent years, construction and rehabiT1tation of recreation
facilities has declined because Forest Service budgets have been
reduced and human resource programs have been reduced or
eliminated. It does not appear that there will be an opportunity
for construction of recreational facilities as current funding
allows 1ittle more than minimum operation and maintenance.

With the present situation carried into the future, the Ashley
National Forest will not be able to meet even the most conservative
public demands at developed sites beginning about 1990. Many of
the existing facilities and related improvements at developed sites
have not been maintained to a standard that prevents significant
deterioration. Demand continues to increase and most of the
developed campground sites are now being used at about 30% of
maximum theoretical capacity (For campgrounds 100% occupancy can be
expected when use approaches 40% of maximum theoretical capacity).
Predicted demand for developed public recreation, is displayed 1n
Table II1-7.

Developed Recreation - Private

Developed recreation-private includes recreational opportunities
provided by private enterprise under special use permit from the
Forest Service. The following table summarizes private recreation
activities on the Ashley National Forest.

TABLE III-4
Special Use Recreation Sites
Site Number
Resorts 5
Marinas 3
Concessions . 8
Summer Homes 58

Dispersed Recreation

Dispersed Recreation is the use outside of developed sites. These
activities include such things as gathering fuelwood, driving for
pleasure, camping, fishing, hiking, and hunting. Winter dispersed
recreation activities include cross-country skiing and
snowmobiling. Actual dispersed use and its impacts are difficult
to measure and manage.

Dispersed recreation areas receive intense use on weekends and
holidays. Fuelwood cutting and water activities are very popular.
Different types of users such as snowmobilers and cross-country
skiers often compete for use of a given recreational area.
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The capacity of the Forest for dispersed recreation was estimated
by using the recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS)survey method.
The number of acres in each ROS class was converted to recreation
visitor days (RVD's). Table III-5 displays use in RVD's and Table
ITI-6 displays ROS classes in acres.

Capacity for dispersed recreation as invenioried in the R,0.S.
survey is directly related to ease of access and availability of
suppert facilities. The easier the access and availability of
fac1lities the more they attract dispersed recreation users. If
there is a significant change from present transportation system,
then the conversion of the R.C.S. classification from the existing
inventory could be expected. A change of the existing R.0.S.
capacity could also occur because of the change in the social,
managerial, and natural settings originally identified.

Predicted demand for alil types of dispersed recreation and
developed recreation is displayed in Table III-7.

Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area potential ROS capacity as
inventoried for developed sites is 1,776 MRVDs. This would be
reached sometime after 2030. The potential ROS capacity for
dispersed areas at the NRA is 1,196 MRVDs and would also be reached
sometime after 2030. For the remainder of the Forest ROS capacity
for developed sites is 484.2 MRVDs and is reached sometime after
the year 2000, Dispersed areas ROS capacity is 640.8 and would be
reached sometime after the year 2000.

TABLE III-b
Recreation Use (RVDs} 1971 - 1980

Year Developed Dispersed Total

1971 578,700 771,500 1,350,200
1972 619,900 820,000 1,439,200
1973 557,800 835,900 1,393,700
1974 506,800 810,500 1,317,300
1975 492,900 840,500 1,333,400
1976 538,100 886,700 1,424,800
1977 576,200 833,500 1,409,700
1978 616,600 780,000 1,396,600
1979 569,100 791,000 1,360,100
1980 702,400 877,000 1,579,400
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TABLE I1I-7 Demand for Wilderness,

Dispersed and Developed Recreation MRVDs Y

Year W1ilderness Dispersed Developed Total

1980 221.7 641.7 814.7 1,678.1
1985 265.0 767.0 913.8 2,005.8
1990 301.6 873.2 1,108.7 2,283.5
1995 331.6 1,266.3 912.0 2,508.9
2000 360.8 1,044.5 1,326.2 2,731.5
2010 434.3 1,257.3 1,596.3 3,287.9
2020 503.6 1,457.8 1,851.0 3,812.4
2030 572.9 1,658.4 2,105.7 4.337.0

Demand table developed during the preparation of the AMS.

Current patterns of use along with the present mix of recreation
activities are expected to continue unless the economy changes
drastically or certain technical or natural conditions change
unexpectedly., Use will generally be most intense on areas served
by high standard roads and on weekends and holidays.

Resource deterioration such as so11 and vegetation loss will
increase if present increase in use continues with current budgets.
Increased use of dispersed recreation areas for overflow camping
and greater crowding could increase user's dissatisfaction.

Timber sales will add miles of road to the Forest road system.
These new roads will tend to change the present R.0.S.
classification where the various prescriptions permit. Without
good management, increased motor travel off roads and trails,
especially during the hunting season and wet periods of the year,
will result in increased resource damage.

Demand for fuelwood 1s expected to increase. Off road use and
inadequately designed roads can impact the soil and water resource
if not properly managed. However benefits are created with the
removal of fuelwood including regeneration of new stands and
possible reduction of fuel buiidups.

Opportunities for improving the dispersed recreation experience,
reducing conflicts between user groups, and reducing resource
damage include:

--Developing a program for trailhead construction.

~-Encouraging use at remote sites and hardening heavily used sites.

--Developing a program for all types of dispersed winter
recreation,

--Providing adequate sanitation for both summer and winter use.

--Determining appropriate management for areas near lakes and
reservoirs.
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--Restricting certain kinds of use by season or area.

--Encouraging states and counties to provide parking and sanitation
facilities, where appropriate, for winter use.

--Developing a program for managing dispersed and overflow camping
areas.

-~Implementing information and education programs, i.e., Tread
Lightly, Leave No Trace.

Trails

The Forest has approximately 775 miles of trails. Most trail use
is in the summer but winter use is increasing.

The Forest trail system is in fair condition with occational
sections showing deterijoration because of lack of maintenance and
improper location. Trails that have become unsafe should be closed
to protect the public. Private lTandowners may close additional
trails where rights-of-way have not been obtained. Conflicts
between types of trail users will increase in number and intensity.
The trail system will need to be improved to meet increased demand.

Trails available for motorized use are Timited. Most trails were
not designed for motor vehicles. Use of motor vehicles on trails
is prohibited in the High Uintas Wilderness and in other areas
jdentified in the Forest Travel Plan,

Trail-users' experience and resource protection could be improved
by providing better trailhead facilities, improved maintenance,
trail signs, trail information, and interpretive facilities. No
other agency, public or private, manages Jand in northeastern Utah
so uniquely suited to providing trails with long, continuous
stretches of high mountain land.

Many opportunities exist for development and management of trails
that could accommodate a wide variety of users. Implementation of
these opportunities varies depending on the emphasis of the various
alternative and prescriptions assigned, as well as budget
allocations.

Cultural Resources

A total of 345 historic and prehistoric sites have been recorded on
the Forest. There are 266 prehistoric and 79 are historic sites of
which 62 of the recorded sites are located on the Duchesne Ranger
District, 11 are located on the Roosevelt Ranger District, 46 are
Tocated on the Vernal Ranger District, 225 are located on the
Flaming Gorge Ranger District, and 1 crosses both the Vernal and
Flaming Gorge Ranger Districts.

At the present time, the Ashley National Forest has two sites
115ted on the National Forest Register, both on the Flaming Gorge
Ranger District. The Oscar Swett Homestead located near the
junction of State Highways 44 and 260; and the Ute Fire Tower
located on Forest Route 005.
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Eleven sites located on the Ashley National Forest have been
determined by the Forest Archaeologist as potentialiy eligible for
inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. Two of
these sites are on the Vernal Ranger District: the historic mill
near East Park Reservoir and the historic flume in Dry Fork. Seven
of these si1tes are located on the Flaming Gorge Ranger District.
One is a set of prehistoric petroglyphs located on the Henry's Fork
River with the remaining six being prehistoric Tithic scatters
located 1n the Manns Bench area. The two other sites consist of
the Carter Military Trajl and associated features which crosses
both the Flaming Gorge and Vernal Ranger Districts, and an historic
log cabin at the south end of Lodgepole Lake on the Duchesne Ranger
District. O0Of the remaining sites located on the Forest, 163 have
been determined as being not eligible for inclusion on the Nationai
Register of Historic Places and 169 have not been evaluated as to
their eligibility or non-eligibility for inclusion on the register.

On the Ashley National Forest there are 440 project reports that
have been written and 16,664 acres of National Forest land that
have had a Cultural Resource Survey.

The Flaming Gorge District has a program for the interpretation of
local cultural resources for the public. At Flaming Gorge Dam
Visitor Center there are historical displays depicting early
American 1ife in the area. A movie entitled “Flaming Gorge: A
Story Written In Water" is shown that depicts the human and natural
history of the area. The Flaming Gorge Natural History
Association, in cooperation with the Forest Service, has published
a booklet entitied Flaming Gorge. At Red Canyon Visitor Center
there are historical displays depicting various cultural resources
in the area. Various books pertaining to Tocal history are sold at
both the Flaming Gorge Dam and the Red Canyon Visitor Center.
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f. Research Natural Areas

There are presently no formally designed Research Natural Areas
currently on the Forest. Tabhle I1I-8 summarizes the current status
of RNA nominations on the Ashley National Forest and gives a
description of those candidate and potential candidate areas.

Table I1I-8

Candidate and Potential Candidacy Status

as of Autumn 1985

RNA Candidate Acres Status

1. Sims Peak Pothole 650 Establishment Report
Completed 1984

2. Poilen Lake 1025 Reconnaissance Report 1984
ER to be completed 1985

3. Gates of Birch Creek 240 Recornaissance Report 1984
ER to be completed 1985

SAF: Lodgepole pine.
PNV: Spruce-fir.
Lentic: pond, marsh,
bog, wet meadow.
Geologic: Metanorchic
rocks, lateral moraine,
kettles (potholes).

SAF: Spruce-fir.

PNV: Spruce-fir, aipine.
Other veg.: subalpine
herbland, willow: Parrya
rydberqii, Penstemon uin-

thahensis.

Lentic: Tlake, ponds,

marsh, wet meadow.
Geologic: metamorphic
rocks, moraines, cirque.
Scientific: Polen chron-
ology, Timonclogy.

SAF:" Lodpepole pine,
Interior Douglas-fir.
PNV: Douglas~fir.
Geologic: Sedimentary
rocks (limestone}.
Unusual: Disgunct subal-
pine fir/Linnaea borealis
habitat type.
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RNA Candidate

Acres

Status

4. Ashley Gorge

5, Shale Creek
(Uinta River)

6. Gilbert Creek
Basin

7. Timber Canyon -
Cow Hollow Ridge

8. Lance Canyon

1085 Reconnaissance Report 1985

2925

25645
(or
Tess)

334

110

ER to be done 1986

Initial Survey 1985
Reconnaissance report pend-
ing ER possible 1986-1987

Init1al Survey 1985
Reconnaisance report pend-
ing ER possible 1986-87

Initial Survey 1985
Reconnaisance report pend-
ing ER possible 1986-87

Initial survey 1985
Reconnaisance report pend-
ing ER possibie 1986-87

SAF: Blue Spruce, aspen,
lodgepole pine, ponderosa
pine, cottonwood,

Other Vet.: Mountain
mahogany, serviceberry.
Lotic: Type 3 (high
gradient perennial)
stream, riparian dogwood.
Geologic: metamorphic,
sedimentary rocks.

SAF: Spruce-fir, lodge-
pole pine,
PNV: Spruce-fir, alpine.

Cther veg.: willows,
subalpine herbland,
Lentic: Takes, ponds,
marsh, wet meadows.
Geologic: metamorphic
rocks, morains, cirque

SAF: Spruce-fir.

PNV: Spruce-fire, alpine
Other veg.: willows,
subalpine herblands.
Lentic: lakes, marshes,
wet meadows.

Lotic: Type 2, 3 streams.
Geologic: metamorphic
rocks, cirque.

SAF: Ponderosa pine,
aspen, Douglas-fir.
Other Veg.: Mountain
brush.
Geologic:
rocks.

sedimentary

SAF: Douglas-fir,
pinyon-juniper.

PNV: Douglas-fir,
pinyon-juniper, big
sagebrush.

Other veg.: Mountain
mahogany, salina wildrye.
Geologic: sedimenary
rocks mass, mass move-
ment.
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Potential Candidate Areas (not yet inventoried)

1. Shale Creek (Duchesne River)
2. Painter Basin

3. Oweep Creek

4, East Basin

g. Visual Resources

An inventory of the visual resources on the Forest has been
completed, using the visual management system outiine in "National
Forest Landscape Management--Volume 2."

The present YQ0 inventory (existing V(0s) showed the following
areas in each visual management category:

Acres
Preservation 338,088
Retention 473,545
Partial Retention 240,485
Modification 316,949
Maximum Modification 15,632

Total acres 1,384,699
These categories are defined in the Glossary.
WILDERNESS

The High Uinta Wilderness is located totally within the Ashiey and
Wasatch National Forests. The Utah Wilderness Act of 1984 designated
this area as wilderness, making it a component of the National
Wilderness Preservation System.

Prior to the Utah Wilderness Act of 1984 the Forest planning process had
developed an inventory of lands that are essentially unroaded and
undeveloped, meeting the minimum definition of wilderness and qualified
for wilderness evaluation according to NFMA regulations 219.17. The
inventory contained 13 roadless areas totalling 715,405 acres Forest
wide. This inventory and description of each area is filed with the
Forest planning records.

The Utah Wilderness Act of 1984 designated 273,426 acres on the Forest
as the High Uinta Wilderness and 186,574 acres on the Wasatch for a
total of 460,000 acres. It is estimated that this area, in addition to
areas that existed prior to the Act, will meet the anticipated demand
for wilderness during the first planning period. At the end of this
planning period additional wilderness will be evaluated.
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TABLE III-9 R.0.S. CLASSES
IN THE HIGH UINTA WILDERNESS

Percent

of
R.0.5, Class Total Acres
Primitive 73.1 199,875
Semi Primitive NON MOTQRIZED 26.6 72,731
Semi Primitive MOTORIZED * .3 320
Roaded Natural .0 0

10G.0 273,426

* Area 1s classed as SP(Motorized) however management within the
Wilderness would preclude motorized uses (The K.0.S. Inventory was
completed before establishment of the Wilderness Area).

TABLE III-10
Projected demand for Wilderness
AS DETERMINED DURING PREPARATION OF THE AMS

Total Total 2/
Year MRYD M Acres
1980 221.7 221.7
1985 265.0 265.0
1990 301.6 301.6
1995 331.61/ 331.6
2000 360.8 360.8
2010 434.3 434.3
2020 503.6 503.6
2030 572.9 572.9

1/Estimated capacity of wilderness uniess users can be encouraged to use Tow

“use

areas and new management methods can be implemented to 1ncrease capacity.

2/The High Uinta Wilderness Acreage is 273,426.

3.

WILDLIFE AND FISH

The Ashley National Forest has a wide diversity of fish and wildlife
species, some with special habitat needs. The Forest contains several
distinct habitats that are important to differing groups of wildlife
species. Even with many overlaps between habitat and wildlife present,
there are specific habitat requirements for most of the groups.

Wildlife populations will be proportional to the quantity and quality of
the habitat, and this is presented in the discussion below. The
indicator species will be monitored because they are sensitive to
management actijvities, are of special concern, or their changes indicate
effects of management on other species. The A.M.S. provides additional
information on fish and wildlife.
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Forest Species

An estimated 437 species of fish, amphibians, reptiles, birds, and
mammals inhabit the Ashley National Forest (31 species of fish, 8
species of amphibians, 21 species of reptiles, 289 species of
birds, and 88 species of mammals). Appendices 1 and 2 of the
wildiife section of the A.M.S. Tist the fish and wildiife species
that are found on the Forest. This document is available in the
Supervisor's Office in Vernal, Utah.

Habitat Diversity

The amount of available habitat determines to a large degree the
abundance of wildlife on National Forest lands. A reduction 1n
fire frequency during the past 50-80 years due to increased fire
suppression has permitted many of the plant communities to reach
maturity. This has resulted in widespread successional advances in
conifer communities, including heavy fuel build-ups, loss of
associated plants, and a reduction in carrying capacity for early
successionai stage wildlife, while increasing habitat for late
successional stage wildiife {(Table III-11). Maintaining a variety
of wildlife species above minimum viable population levels requires
that habitat diversity include ail stages of plant development
within existing plant communities. Table 111-12 provides a
breakdown of the Forest by vegetation types and indicates their
general condition and trend.

In addition to plant successional stages and distribution of plant
communities, seasconal habitats located on lands adjacent to the
Forest are important in maintaining wildlife abundance on Forest
lands. Big game herd units associated with the Ashley rely on
adjacent lands for over 80 percent of their winter range
requirements.

Table I1I-11 Forested communities on the Ashiey National Forest by age

classes.
Seedlings/ Mature

Type Poles - Acres (%) 01d Growth - Acres (%) Total
Douglas-fir 5,371 (9) 51,540 (91) 56,911
Lodgepole, Engle- 106,759 (22) 380,084 (78) 486,843
man Spruce, Sub-
Alpine Fir
Aspen 18,578 (28) 47,773 (72) 66,351
Ponderosa Pine 10,712 (24) 34,203 (76) 44,915
Pinyon-Juniper * -—= 96,681 96,681
Non-comm Softwoods * -~- 79,865 79,865
Non~comm Hardwoods * --- 5,285 5,285

TOTALS 141,420 695,431 836,851

* Age class estimates are not available.
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Table III-12 Breakdown of vegetation types on the Ashley National Forest

General Condition

Yegetation Type Acreage and Trend
Grassland 50,507 Fair 4
Shrub/Browse 212,655 Fair -
Meadows 118,920 Good -
Pinon-Juniper 96,681 Fair =
Conifers 668,534 Fair ¢
(Incl. Non-Commercial)
Aspen 71,636 Fair v
(Inc1. Non-Commercial}
Barren/Rock 103,007 Fair -»
Aquatic 1/ 51,279 Good —»
Riparian = 69,028 Fair ¢

TOTAL 1,373,219
1/ This is the preliminary acreage estimated for the riparian.

This acreage is included in the other vegetation types.

Management Indicator Species

The National Forest Management Act of 1976 provides direction for
selecting management indicator species (MIS§ for Forest planning.
MIS are considered to be key species in relation to other wildlife.
MIS are the species for which population and habitat objectives
will be established; the species which will represent the wildlife
and aquatic resources in estimating the effects of management
alternatives; and the species which habitat will be monitored
following implementation of the Forest Land Management Plan.

The Management Indicator Species (MIS) were selected from those
categories outlined below:

(1) Species on State and Federal 1ists classified as threatened,
endangered, or sensitive;

(2) Species of some economic value, those that are hunted, fished,
or trapped;

{3) Species with special habitat needs;

(4) Species whose population changes are believed to indicate
effects ot management on other species.

Following is the 1ist of selected wildlife species which will be

used as the MIS on the Forest. Table III-13 outlines the
MIS/habitat relationships for the Ashley National Forest.
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Elk Sage Grouse

Mule Deer White-tailed Ptarmigan
Goshawk Cutthroat Trout

Golden Eagle Macroinvertebrates
Warbling Vireo Yellow-bellied Sapsucker
Lincoln's Sparrow Song Sparrow

Rationale for the selection of these species were as follows:

Species of some economic value. Elk and mule deer were selected to
represent this category due to their relatively wide distribution,
economic importance and the ability to monitor changes in their
populations and habitats.

Species with special habitat needs and/or species that indicate
effects of management., Species included in this group require
specific habitats and/or represent a habitat or habitats which may
be influenced to a measurable degree by land uses or management
practices.

Aquatic Deciduous Woodlands *

Cutthroat Trout Yellow-bellied Sapsucker

Macroinvertebates Warbling Vireo

01d Growth Timber Riparian Shrubs Sagebrush

Goshawk Lincoln's Sparrow Sage Grouse
Song Sparrow

Cliffs/Rock Alpine Meadow

Golden Eagle White-tailed Ptarmigan

* Aspen and Riparian Hardwoods

Rationale for not selecting any species on State and Federal lists
were that no breeding populations are presently found on the Ashley
National Forest. The peregrine falcon and whooping crane are
migrants that are only passing through the Forest for a short time
in the spring and fall. The black-footed ferret has been seen on
adjacent lands, but never on the Forest. The bald eagle winters
primarily on the NRA and along the Green River.
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‘ ' Tab1! ’13 .

Habitat/Specles Relationships for the MIS on the Ashley National Forest
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Management Levels for MIS

Population densities of the big game MIS are given at the minimum
viable, existing, State objective, and potential levels. For the other
MIS, population Tevels are not known and the State has set no
objectives. So for those species, the amount of habitat needed to
sustain the populations at the minimum viable, existing and potential
levels was determined. See Table III-14,

(1) Mule Deer and Elk (Big Game MIS)

The Ashley National Forest has 1,016,350 acres of big game summer range
and 316,900 acres of big game winter range. The Forest primarily
provides forage for mule deer and elk during the spring, summer, and
fali. In general, the Forest Service lands are 1n fair ecological
condition and the trend is stable for the big game MIS. The
predominance of late successional plant stages exceeds cover
requirements for big game and often limits the forage production.

The majority of the big game winter range occurs on adjacent BLM,
State and private lands. The amount of forage needed to sustain
big game numbers at the four management levels was constrained to
seven months for mule deer and eight months for elk, due to the
lack of significant amounts of winter range on the Forest.

Table ITI-14 dispiays minimum viable populations, existing populations,
state population objectives, potential populations, and current
capability. The A.M.S. document contains a detailed narrative of these
~ populations.

It is important to note that these levels are what the Forest can
support seasonally (spring, summer, and fall) and that without
majoer improvement of adjacent iands, which comprise over 80% of
the b1g game winter range, these levels cannot be maintained.

(2) Goshawk (01d Growth Timber)

The goshawk is primarily found in mature and old growth timber with a
minimum of 30 percent crown closure. It requires 25 acres of
undisturbed conifers for nesting and has a hunting territory of 25,000
to 38,000 acres of mostly thick stands of aspen and conifers.

Due to the predominance of mature timber stands on the Forest, the
habitat condition for the goshawk is gcod. The trend is stable,
however, the mountain pine beetle problem will reverse the trend
downward,

Table III-14 displays the minimum viable population, existing
population, and potential population,

(3) Golden Eagle (C1iffs/Rock)
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The goiden eagle is primarily a cliff-nester that hunts over a variety
of habitats. The golden eagle was chosen as a MIS because of the
potential impacts to cliff areas from the CUP, pipelines, and phosphate
mining.

Also, the golden eagle is a good indicator of the habitat for other
cliff-nesters, such as prairie falcon and osprey. The general condition
of the cliff habitat is good and the trend is stable. But the petential
impacts could change the situation rapidly.

Table IlI-14 displays minimum viable population, existing
population, and potential population.

(4) Sage Grouse (Sagebrush)

Sage grouse are dependent upon the sagebrush vegetation type for food
and cover. As 1ndicated on Table III-13 the sage grouse also makes use
of riparian habitat. There are breeding populations on the Flaming
Gorge and Yernal Districts and on the South Unit of the Duchesne
District. The current condition of the sage grouse habitat is fair and
the trend is stable. Vegetative projects have often manipulated
sagebrush to increase forage production for Tivestock and big game.
These sagebrush manipulation projects have had positive and negative
impacts on sage grouse depending on the size, the shape, and the method
of treatment. This is the reason why sage grouce were chosen as a MIS.

Table III-14 displays minimum viable population, existing population
and potential population.

(5} White-tailed Ptarmigan {(Alpine Meadow)

This species was recently reintroduced in the High Uintas Wilderness.
Ptarmigan are associated with high alpine meadows with a willow complex
for survival during the winter. The ptarmigan was chosen as a MIS to
monitor grazing and recreation impacts on the alpine meadows.

The overall condition of the alpine meadows 1s good and the trend is
stable. The alpine meadow ecosystem is fragile and changes in condition
and trend can occur rapidly due to the short growing season.

Table III-14 displays minimum viable population, existing population,
and potential population.

(6) Yellow-bellied Sapsucker and Warbling Vireo *{Deciduous Woodlands)

The yellow-bellied sapsucker is a cavity-nester primarily associated
with aspen and cottonwoods. A breeding pair requires a 10 acre
territory with 16 snags at least 10 feet tall and 10 inches DBH, The
warbling vireo is also primarily associated with aspen and riparian
deciduous trees. This species nests in the deciduous trees from the
pole-sapling tc the mature successional stages. These two species were
chosen as MIS because of the Timited amount of deciduous woodlands on
the Forest. The general condition of the deciduous wecodlands is fair

*Aspen & Riparian Hardwoods
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with a downward trend. The aspen zone is being invaded by conifers on
the upper 1imits and prostrate juniper on the lower limits. The
riparian hardwoods have been impacted by roads, recreational uses,
fuelwood cutters, and water impoundments.

Table III~14 displays minimum viable population, existing population,
and potential population.

(7) Lincoln's Sparrow and Song Sparrow {Riparian Shrub)

The two species are associated with riparian shrubs, primarily willows,
on the Forest. The Lincoln's sparrow is found by streams, lakes and
meadows in the grass-shrub successional stage from the mid-elevational
ranges to the alpine. The song sparrow is found at the lower to
mid~elevational ranges and in the shrub-forest successional stage. The
overall condition of riparian shrub habitat is fair and the trend is
slightly down. Grazing, water impoundments, and recreational activities
have had impacts on this habitat type.

Table III-14 displays minimum viable population, existing population,
and potential populations.

(8) Cutthroat Trout (Aquatic)

This species was selected as a MIS to help evaluate the Forest aguatic
ecosystems for the following reasons:

a. It is the fish species on the Forest most sensitive to changes
in 1ts environment and is indicative of management effects on
other fish species.

b. It typically inhabits key reaches of streams where most
management activities are or will be occurring.

c. It is the only sensitive fish on the Forest that can be
recognized as being native. Although most cutthroat trout
populations have been exposed to hybridization and are not
“pure", they do maintain the appearance of native trout and
should be recognized and managed as such.

d. It reproduces naturally in most Forest streams and 1s stocked
in some lakes on the Forest.

The general condition of the aguatic ecosystem is good and the trend is
currently stable. However, impacts due to irrigation diversions, timber
and grazing activities have already affected some streams. The CUP has
impacted cutthroat trout habitat within the project area and will
continue to do so. Recently, utility and irrigation companies have been
filing for water from the Forest for hydroelectric power production
purposes, Significant impacts to cutthroat habitat could result. Good
data on pounds and number of fish are not available at thi1s time.
Therefore, the management levels for the aquatic habitat were displayed
as miles of streams and surface acres of lakes and reservoirs and are
determined based on the levels discussed below.
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Minimum Viable Population - Major streams, lakes, and reservoirs managed

at a reduced quality and production (50% below the existing habitat
condition and population level).

Existing Population - The existing aquatic habitat managed at existing

quality and production.

Potential Population - The improvement of existing aquatic habitat plus
the construction of some new reservoirs and habitat improvement on some
marginal streams to maximum production (50% above the existing habitat
condition and population Tevel).
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MIS SPECIES

TABLE III-14

Minimum Viable Existing State Potential Current*®
MIS Population Population Objective Population Capability
Etk
Number of Animals 365 3,300 5,500 10,300 1,300/5,600
Deer
Number of Animals 1,180 23,600 42,000 61,800 3,100/43,700
Elk
Pounds of Forage {MM) 1.14 10.3 17.2 32.2 4,1/17.5
Mule Deer
Pounds of Forage (MM) 1.2 24.0 42.7 62.8 3.2/44.4
Goshawk
Number of Acres 95,190 380,750 -— 653,760 -—
Golden Eagle
Number of Acres 11,828 23,655 - 47,310 -
Sage Grouse
Number of Acres 24,240 58,175 - 96,960 -
Whitetailed Ptarmigan
Number of Acres 23,280 37,250 -—- 93,120 -
Yellow-Bellied Sapsucker
and Warbling Vireo
Number of Acres
Aspen 27,000 70,700 -— 50,900 -—
**Riparian Hardwoods 3,300 6,900 -— 11,000 ——
Lincoln's Sparrow and
Song Sparrow
**Number of Acres
Riparian Shrub 9,900 20,700 -— 33,000 —_—
Cutthroat Trout
Miles of Stream 532 730 ——— 769 -
Surface Acres of Lakes
and Reservoirs 44 816 48,347 - 50,241 ——

* This level is the number of mule deer and elk the Forest can support on summer and winter range under the
current situation. The larger number is the summer range figure and the smaller number is the winter range

figure,

** These acreage figures are based on preliminary data and will be firmed up upon completion of the riparian

inventory.




(9) Macroinvertebrates (Aquatic)

Mayfly Requires good water quality and good instream
Epeorus sp. habitat. Must have a resident pepulation,
Stonefly Depends upon allochthanous leaf litter for
Zapada sp. nutrients. Relative numbers generally indicate
riparian habitat quality or quantity.
Mayfly Requires good water quality and good instream
Ephemerella doddsi habitat. Relative numbers can indicate habitat
guality.
Mayfly Moderately tolerant to sediment. Good red-
Ephemerella inermis flag species when their numbers increase.
Dipteran Highly tolerant to multiple forms of pollution.
Chironcmidae Particularly tolerant to sedimentation. Often
dominate the community when pollution 1s
severe.

The species 1n the above Tist were chosen as MIS for the following
reasons:

a. The wide range of conditions they monitor.
b. Their relatively large si1ze which facilitates identification.

c. Their Timited mobility restricts them to a particular
environment.

d. They have a 1ifespan of months or years which allows for
response to impacts over time.

The species listed above are but a sample of the species considered when
aquatic macroinvertebrate samples are collected for evalaution of the
aquatic ecosystem. The Forest has been collecting macroinvertebrate
data on most major streams since 1975, Therefore baseline information
is available. Macroinvertebrates are not displayed at the various
management levels. They will be used to monitor changes in the habijtat
by comparing to the baseline data. This will involve monitoring changes
in species composition and diversity using relative numbers and
diversity indices. (See Scale below).

The following scales are based upon aquatic macroinvertebrate community
composition which is used to indicate how the quality of an aquatic
ecosystem compares to its potential quality.

Scale DAT Standing Crop BCI
Diversity Index

Excellient 18 - 26 4,1 - 12,0 above 90

Good 11 - 17 1.6 - 4.0 75 - 90

Fair 6 - 10 0.6 - 1.5 below 75

Poor 0 -5 0.0 - 0.5 below 75
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Forest Species {(Sensitive, threatened, or endangered)

24 Wildlife and fish species that inhabit the Forest have been
classified as sensitive, threatened, or endangered by Federal and State
agencies (1 reptile, 1 amphibian, 4 fish, 12 birds, and 6 mammals). A
complete 1ist of these species can be found 1n the A.M.S. document at
the Supervisor's Office 1n Yernal, Utah.

State Agency Objectives

See Table III-14
Wildlife Use (Demand)

The wildlife resource is a multiproduct cutput, with food and recreation
as the principal products. The demand for hunting and fishing
opportunities has increased markedly and 1s expected to continue, Table
ITI-15 outlines the demand on the wildlife resource for 1977 thru 1981.
Given the opportunity for users to participate at an acceptable cost,
within a decade there may be a 30 percent increase in wildlife
ubservation, with other uses changing in corresponding fashion. Tabile
I11-16 outlines the projected demands for the wildlife resource thru
2030. The output values Tor wildlife are assumed constant over the
planning perijod and are based on RPA values., They are as follows:

Big game hunting $25.20/WFUD
Small game hunting 26.,88/WFUD
Waterfowl hunting 32.00/4FUD
Fishing 17.85/WFUD
Nonconsumptive 29.00/WFUD
Wildlife

TABLE III-15
THE DEMAND ON THE WILDLIFE RESOURCE FOR 5 YEARS ON THE
ASHLEY RATIONAL FOREST
(Based on RIM and Utah DWR data)

WFUD's
Activity 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981
Fishing 148,900 149,400 144,200 151,000 167,900
B1g Game 65,200 70,800 73,300 59,600 60,800
Small Game 5,700 6,000 6,400 6,500 6,800
Waterfowl 1,500 1,800 1,500 1,600 2,300
Non-consumptive 20,500 22,000 22,800 23,500 24,300
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TABLE II1I-16
THE PROJECTED DEMAND THRU 2030 FOR THE WILDLIFE RESOURCE ON THE
ASHLEY NATIONAL FOREST (Based on RPA Projections)
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Habitat Improvement

Minimum viable population level - This level would require some habitat
1mprovements during the last two decades to maintain the limited amounts’
of key habitats such as aspen and riparian.

Existing population level - Habitat improvement is needed not only to

maintain forage quality, quantity, and distribution, but also, for the
maintenance of existing plant and wildlife diversity. This will require
maintenance and enhancement of key plant communities, such as aspen,
sagebrush, willow and aquatic. The greatest need for increased habitat
improvement 1s in the aspen vegetation type. The maintenance and
perpetuation of existing aspen acres will require an increase 1n
treatment levels over the next several decades,
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4.

State objective level - Habitat improvement 1s required to increase
forage quality, quantity, and distribution for the big game MIS (mule
deer and elk) to meet this Tevel.

Potential popuiation level - Habitat improvements for this level will
depend on which MIS are managed at this level. It is not possible to
manage all of the MIS at the potential population levels at the same
time.

RANGE

The Ashley National Forest provides grazing for approximatly 12,500
cattle and 29,000 sheep for a total of about 75,000 AUM's each year.
The grazing takes place mostiy during the summer months
{June-September). Some exceptions are found on the South Unit of the
Duchesne District and on the Flaming Gorge NRA. At the present time,
there are 84 livestock grazing allotments and 5 recreational stock
allotments administered by the Forest. Portions of the Flaming Gorge
District (all of the NRA in Wyoming and Goslin Mountain Allotment in
Utah) are administered by the Bureau of Land Management under
cooperative agreements. Currently, Forest Service grazing permits are
held by approximately 130 permittees.

At the present time, about 84% of the Ashiey's 1,384,699 acres are
within range allotments. The amount of suitable acres varies with the
designated class of livestock. Currently, there are 455,255 acres on
the Forest suitable for livestock grazing, using the current livestock
mix. But 19,115 of those suitable acres are closed to livestock use to
protect other resources (Table III-19). If the Forest were converted to
cattle only, the number of suitable acres would drop to about 306,000
acres. On the other hand, if the Forest converted to sheep only, the
number of suitable acres would rise to about 676,000 acres.

A1l of the allotments on the Forest, including those administered by
BLM, have a complete range analysis. The range analysis determines the
vegetation types, range condition and trend, and range suitability for
each allotment. Table III-19 summarizes the range analysis data for the
Forest. Allotment management pians have been implemented on 74
allotments administered by the Forest. The allotment management plan is
prepared 1n consultation, cooperation and cocrdination with the
permittee and the other resources. The allotment plan contains the
following sections: 1) production and management objectives; 2) range
and l1vestock management programs; 3) evaluation procedures; and 4)
proper use criteria. There are small portions of Forest lands within
six allotments administered by the BLM. None of these allotments have
approved management plians, although an EIS covering one allotment has
been completed.

Most of the suitable range is in fair to good condition from the
resource standpoint and in a stable to upward trend (Table III-19). The
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majority of the poor range is located on the South Unit of the Duchesne
District and on the Flaming Gorge NRA in Wyoming., Some of these areas
are just naturally low forage-producing range and are sensitive to
management activities. Many of these areas are in good condition
ecologically but poor for resource value. The only solution on these
areas 1s to manage Tivestock numbers at a Tevel that will maintain the
vegetation. There are, aiso small acreages on other parts of the Forest
th?t]cguld be treated for the benefit of Tivestock and, in some cases,
wildlife,

Stocking for most allotments is considered near capacity and no major
reductions or increases are currently planned. There are, however, a
few allotments where additional improvements or more intensive
management could result in some increase in capacity. Conversely, on a
few aliotments, there may have to be some modifications in the season or
reductions in Tivestock numbers to maintain or improve range conditions.

In addition to the cattle and sheep grazing, there is some occasional
transient or intermittent grazing by wild horses on the Wyoming part of
the NRA. These wild horses are from adjacent BLM wild horse and burro
territory. The BLM is in the process of rounding up the excess horses
that are wandering outside of the territory. There is alsc some grazing
by saddle and pack horses used by recreationists. This use is generally
short term and on dispersed type recreation areas, such as the High
Uintas. This type of use will probably increase in the future.

The range improvement program on the Forest is primarily intended to
facilitate grazing, but, when possible, improvements are made to support
a combination of benefits. The Forest has constructed many water
developments and fences to improve distribution of livestock and obtain
proper utilization of the forage resource. The Forest has revegetated
several thousand acres of range that could not be restored through
grazing systems alone. Many of these projects have benefited other
resources, such as wildlife and watershed. The Forest has been actively
involved in the control of noxious farm weeds on Forest Service
administered lands in cooperation with State and local weed control
organizations.

Grazing on the Ashley is an historic and traditional use of the forage
resource. Early settlers grazed livestock on the area long before the
establishment of the National Forest The Fcrest has only a portion of
the Tivestock use that it had in the late 1800's and early 1900's.
During that period much of the range became seriously overgrazed. Since
the 1940's, the Forest has made major adjustments in the permitted
numbers and season of use, rehabilitated thousands of acres of poor
range, and initiated sound grazing management systems based on range
analysis. Table III-17 outlines the changes in livestock grazing since
194G. There has been a major decline 1n sheep numbers and minor
fluctuations in cattle numbers. A major factor that contributed to the
reduction of sheep numbers has been the conversion of sheep operations
to cattle. Past and recent grazing records show that actual use has
been 10 to 20 percent below the permitted use (Table III-18).
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TABLE I1I-17. Livestock Historical Use: Permitted Tivestock use on the
Ashley National Forest since 1940,

YEAR CATTLE SHEEP AUM's

1940 9,161 81,947 111,563
1945 9,225 74,234 101,931
1950 8,119 63,468 8b,154
1955 12,557 79,192 117,748
1960 12,292 69,671 99,445
1965 10,207 58,758 97,638
1970 10,181 48,932 82,142
1975 11,585 40,356 82,236
1980 12,216 28,886 78,667
1984 12,195 29,365 74,915

TABLE III-18. Permitted iivestock use, actual use and tentative capacity.

Range Analysis

Permitted Use Actual Use* % of* Tentative
{AUM's) (AUM's) Permitted Use Capacity (AUM's)
77,110 64,880 82% 73,194

*Average for the last five years.

TABLE III-19. Summary of the Range Analysis data on the Ashley National
Forest.

Suitable acres by Vegetation Type

Vegetation Types Acres %
Grassland 45,663 10
Dry Meadow 28,547 6
Wet Meadow 15,610 4
Forb 9,946 2
Sagebrush 98,352 22
Mountain Brush 33,075 7
Conifer 97,272 21
Pinyon-duniper 9,580 2
Aspen 67,791 15
Desert Shrub 49,449 11
Total 455,285 100

Suitable Acres by Condition and Trend

Condition Class Acres % Trend Acres %
Good 154,342 34 Up 113,882 25
Fair 193,951 42.5 Stable 250,406 55
Poor 106,992 23, Down 91,057 _20
Total 455,285 100 Total 455,285 160




TABLE 19 cont. Suijtable Acres By Availability and Livestock Class

{pen to Livestock Acres Closed to Livestock Acres
{Reason for Closure)
Cattle 251,270 WildTife 8,820
Sheep 120,820 Watershed 1,400
Common Use 46,730 Recreation 8,895
Horse 17,350
Total 436,170 Total 19,115

Most of the Tivestock forage consumed on this Forest is produced on open
rangelands classified as suitable for long term livestock use. The
timbered areas produce very little livestock forage. The Forest
harvests between 1,800 and 2,000 acres of timber each year with the
average size of a cutting area is 10 to 40 acres. This does provide
some additional forage for a 10 to 15 year period, but the needs of
timber regeneration and practicality of herding in those isolated
patches must be considered. Therefore, transitory range in the timber
harvested areas is not a major factor in the overall livestock forage
base on the Forest.

Demand

Production on the Ashley National Forest is assumed to have no
significant effect on the price of a unit of grazing and it is assumed
that all the grazing capacity produced on the Ashiey will be utilized.
In terms of 1978 dollar values, the value of an AUM of actual grazing on
the Forest 1s considered to be $10.17/AUM as determined by a zone
economist (Shep Buchanan 1980). Production under current management
direction will remain fairly constant over time, but will be less than
the amount that can be absorbed by the local market. This assumes that
problems now affecting the sheep industry, such as labor, predator
control, and economics, will be resolved.

TABLE III-20. Projected current cutputs, Regional objective, supply
potential and demand

Projected 1986- 1991- 20061- 2011- 2021-
Category Units 1983 1984 1985 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030
Current MAUM 77 77 77 78 82 83 85 86
Regional

Objective MAUM 77 78 80 82 85 85 86 &7
Supply

Potential

Maximum

Uncon-

strained MAUM 79 83 87 100 162 151 175 160
Minimum

Acceptable  MAUM 2 2 2 2 2 2 z 2
Demand A1l of the AUM's produced on the Forest will be used.
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TIMBER

Existing Situation and History

As identified in the Ashley National Forest Timber Management Plan
this Forest has 512,578 acres of commercial timber stands. Table

I1I-21 displays the various species by age group. See Chapter II

for display of lands suitable for timber management.

Lodgepole pine covers about 240,263 acres, is highly susceptible to
attack by mountain pine beetle and at present an epidemic situation
is subsiding in a large portion of these stands. The ponderosa
pine stands have also been severely damaged, especially on the
Flaming Gorge District, by the mountain pine beetle. As a result,
the existing composition of various age groups, live and dead etc.
is being changed drastically. Consequently, the Forest's
capability to produce various products as planned is changing and
demands for products are shifting.

The present growing stock inventory on lands suitable for timber
harvesting under the preferred alternative is 615.532 MMCF and the
projected annual net growth is a minus 8.82 MMCF. The negative net
growth results from the existing mountain pine beetle epidemic.

The preferred alternative does not meet the requirement that growth
will equal at least 90 percent of the long term sustained yield by
the year 2030. This level of growth is not reached until about
decade 12 in the preferred alternative (J). This is due to the
large loss of growing stock inventory as a resuit of the mountain
pine beetlie epidemic.

ruture Stands Condition Under Current Management

Table III-22 was developed at the time the AMS was assembled and
illustrates projected timber output by species and time periods,

As can be seen, this is a significant change from historic trends.
Since this table was developed the pine beetle epidemic has
expanded at a much faster rate than was expected. As a result the
ratio between live and dead has created the need for program
adjustments to compensate for these problems. To complicate the
situation, shifts in demands for various kinds of products has
occurred. The interest in fuelwood on this Forest has grown at a
rapid rate. Recently there has been some interest expressed in
somewhat speculative new uses of wood products from this Forest.
Current direction as identified 1n the AMS is to harvest the old
growth beetle susceptible lodgepole pine first with an annual sell
program of approximately 14 MMBF, increasing to the current
potential yield level of 18.8 MMBF upon demand., Species besides
lodgepole pine are currently being sold at the rate of about 3 MMBF
per year. Expansion of this discussion can be found in the AMS,
Recently there has been new interest in expanding timber management
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activities in ponderosa pine to reduce its susceptability to
mountain pine beetle, along with acceleration of all harvest
activities if markets can be found.

The price of timber during the last 10 years has been very erratic.
Increased costs for road construction, logging, and milling have
caused most timber sales to be below cost.

Most sales have occurred on slopes of less than 40% and tractor
logging has been the primary yarding method used.

Fuelwood has become a major aitraction and this activity represents
better than half of the total volume of wood fiber that is removed
from this Forest. Presently, compared with marketing of other wood
products, fuelwood offers economically attractive situations and
provides an opportunity to reduce fuel loading and improve the
timber resource.

Table T11-23 depicts the historical annual cut for approximately
the last 40 years. Table I11I-24 illustrates a pattern of past
harvesting by cutting methods used on this Forest between 1965 and
1981, The Tecal mill capacity during a normal season is
approximately 18.3 MMBF, log scale.

Land Suitability by Alternatives

See Chapter II. C. for information pertaining to acres 1n various
timber classifications. Review of that information can provide the
basic concept about what timber management activities can be
expected for each alternative.

Demand Analysis

Demand for all timber resource outputs is assumed to be completely
elastic. In other words, whatever outputs are theoretically
produced in a given alternative or a given time period the FORPLAN
model assumes that the various outputs will be sold at constant
prices valued in the model. Failure to actually market these
timber outputs or any of the other resources can create a major
change in present net value and may necessitate a plan revision.
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TABLE III-21*
COMMERCIAL FOREST AREA OF SPECLES TYPE BY AGE GROUP

Age Group DF PP LPP ES SAF A Total
Non-Stocked 1251 294 10100 - -- -- 11645
1-9 1251 293 4779 -- -- 1998 8021
10-19 -- - 1996 - 1145 -- 3141
20-29 1134 -- 1145 -- -- 1132 3411
30-39 - -- 3384 -- - 926 4310
40-49 - -- -- ~-- -- 2266 2266
50-59 -- ~-- 851 - -- 2306 3157
60~69 4468 2256 3891 1149 -- 5682 17446
70-79 9969 1127 12376 -- 1111 9106 33688
80-89 6623 2203 32573 -- 2138 17076 60613
90-99 4477 2879 23855 1149 7154 5666 45180
100-119 3308 1902 48487 8170 8313 11309 81489
120-139 7637 3329 31032 8484 3016 5629 59027
140-159 8214 2161 23203 9914 2131 1686 47309
160-179 4480 1033 19078 13393 3134 2264 43382
18G-199 2795 - 11654 10731 2012 -- 27192
200-300 4001 17078 7644 16574 1874 -- 47173
300+ 9915 4213 -- 14128

59,508 44,470 240,263 69,564 32,028 66,745 512,578

* Table II-21 is based on the Ashley National Forest Timber Management/Plan
dated 10/30/78. Forest land within the High Uintas Primitive Area were not
included in this Table.
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TABLE 1T -23

TIMBER CUT IN MMBF ON THE ASHLEY NATIONAL FOREST 1941-I198i
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6. HATER

The entire 1.38 million acres of the Ashley National Forest is available
for contributing water to streams, rivers, lakes, and reservoirs. The
Ashley delivers approximately one million acre feet of water annually to
streamflow and contributes a large but unmeasured quantity of water to
groundwater aquifers.

The high quality water produced on the Ashley National Forest serves
administrative needs of the Forest Service and is used and enjoyed by
the public on and off the Forest for domestic purposes, recreation, and
aesthetics, municipal and industrial uses, irrigation, livestock
watering, power production, and for fish and wildlife habitat.

Current management efforts are geared to maintenance or improvement of
watershed conditions and protection of water resources for on-site use.
Recent emphasis has been placed on stabilization of watersheds, stream
banks, and low standard roads. Water guality is being monitored at
25-30 stations {depending on the year} on the Forest. The USGS Water
Resources Division maintains 13 stations where water quantity is being
measured. The Ashley National Forest has an additional 6 stations used
to monitor partial flow and 2 precipitation gages. The Soil
Conservation Service also maintains 25 snow survey sites and 23
precipitation stations on the Forest.

Streamflow is transported from the Forest throughout the year by 687
miles of perennial streams which contribute to the Green River Basin and
the Duchesne and Uinta Sub-basins.

The municipal watershed of the Ashley Valliey municipalities and other
small towns in the Uintah Basin are located on the Forest. Special land
management measures may be required to maintain continued supply of high
quality water in amounts needed for municipal and industrial use.

The municipal watershed includes 2 main drainages: Ashley Creek
Drainage and Dry Fork Drainage. Dependency of approximately 20,000
residents on this watershed for culinary water dictates a careful review
of all management decisions.

Water Quantity

Although the Forest has not been involved in direct practices of
increasing water yield, there has been identified the potential for
increases through weather modification, snowpack manipulation, and
vegetative manipulation.

Currently management is not directed toward increasing the quantity of
water from the Forest and current management direction, if continued,
will not result in a major change 1n available water to the year 2030.
Some increases in water yield occur as a result of management activities
on the Forest. These increases are a result of ongoing management
activities and are not done for the purpose of increasing water yield.
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Opportunities do exist, however, to increase water yield on the Forest.
Primarily this would include increasing the rate of timber harvesting,
snow fencing, and weather modification.

The amount of water claimed by the Forest Service will be limited to the
amount needed for National Foresi purposes.

The period of water uses claimed will be limited to the actual timing of
uses. Stockwater, recreation and other water uses occur largely between
May 1 and November 1. Administrative and wildlife water use are year
around uses.

Consumptive Needs: Downstream water uses include municipal and

industrial uses which require a fairly even flow rate year round and
agricultural uses which require water between May 1 and October 1.

The Ashley National Forest's current water use inventory identifies
3,197 consumptive water uses amounting to a total volume of 4,213 acre
feet.

In summary, there are about 3,197 sources in the Forest Inventory of
current and foreseeable consumptive use needs. About 3030 claims have
been filed.

Nonconsumptive (instream fiow): Current management direction is to

maintain instream flows for recreation, fish habitats, wildlife,
stockwatering, riparian, vegetation, aesthetics, and channel morpholiogy.
Stream reaches where 1nstream flows are needed will be identified as a
component of the water uses inventory in time for basin adjudications
and quantified as required by the court. Water for instream uses is
needed year around for fish habitats, and waterfowl; May through
November for other uses; and short duration high flows are needed for
channel morphology.

Instream flow determinations have previously been identified for 4
streams on the Forest and 163 streams have been identified as
potentially needing quantification.

Since 1900, two major pipelines, 45 dams and 28 canals have been
constructed on the Ashley National Forest. Specific information can be
found in the AMS at the Supervisor's Office in Vernal, Utah.

There are approximately 500 lakes and reservoirs on the Ashley National
Forest, with an estimated storage capacity of 3,900,000 acre feet
{including Flaming Gorge Reservoir with about 3,812,000 acre feet of
water}, The approximate total surface area of lakes and Reservoirs on
the Forest 1s 50,000 acres.

Some opportunities exist on the Forest for enlargement of old or
construction of new reservoirs to meet increased demands for water.
Some of these opportunities will conflict with maintenance or
improvement of fisheries and other resource values of the Forest.
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Water Quality

The necessary level of water quality can be met by compliance with
Federal and State water quality standards. Numerous water quality
investigations on the Ashley National Forest during the past decade have
shown the water on and leaving the Forest to be of high quality. It 1s
generally adequate to meet or exceed the needs to identified beneficial
use requirements and within the State water quality standards.

The primary sources of water poliution on the Forest include grazing,
construction associated with the Central Utah Project, Togging, and road
construction and maintenance. These activities can influence the
bacterial, chemical, and physical (sediment) components of water
quality.

Nutrient enrichment in Flaming Gorge Reservoir has been assessed in the
southwest Wyoming 208 water quality plan which attributes its origin to
phosphorous production cutside the National Recreation Area. There is
no evidence of onsite or downstream chemical contaminants affecting
beneficial uses or exceeding allowable State standards, other than at
Flaming Gorge.

Presently, the State water quality standard states, "No water quality
degradation is allowable which would interfere with or become injurious
to existing instream water uses." The State of Utah has set the
turbidity standard for instream aquatic wildlife uses at a 10 NTU
(nepholometric Turbidity Units) increase above background turbidity.
However the level of suspended sediments that is tolerable or acceptable
for different components of the aquatic ecosystem has not been
identified. Management activities, particularly road construction, can
produce large amounts of sediment.

Soil and Water Resource Improvement Needs: A Soil and Water Resource
Improvement Needs Inventory was carried out on the Ashley National
Forest to identify areas on the Forest that are in need of soil and
water restoration. There are a total of 985 acres identified in past
restoration projects.

Currently there are 1,031 acres identified in the Soil and Water
Resource Improvement Need Inventory. Under current level funding
identified watershed improvements will not be accomplished by the year
2000.

Soil and water personnel will continue the soil and water resource
improvement needs inventory, with areas requiring treatment being added
annually and acres treated being subtracted. The objective of watershed
improvement projects is to improve, maintain, or restore the condition
of the watershed.

Special Conditions or Situations Involving Hazards to Resource

Geplogic Hazards: The slide area 1n the Upper Sheep Creek Narrows can
be a major problem in maintaining a road or other development due to
possible earthslide damming.
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Areas of potential stability problems and ground water poliution have
been identi1fied in the Land Systems lnventory for the Ashley National
Forest. These areas are small, localized units and affect less than 5%
of the total Forest.

Riparian Areas: Riparian areas on the Forest include streams and their

associated floodpliains, lakes, ponds, and wet lands. Wet lands of the
Forest include seeps, springs, bogs, wet-meadows, and willow-sedge
marshes. The condition of the Forest's riparian areas, with but a few
exceptions 1s generally good.

Riparian areas are used by many Natiocnal Forest activities. Where the
riparian area 15 a integral part of the activity, the activity creates
demand. The activities which have the greatest impact on riparian zones
are road construction, recreation and ORV use, timber harvest, and
livestock grazing. The increasing demand for water for hydroelectric
purposes on the watershed will tend to reduce the quantity of water
available for instream flows and may cause a loss of riparian
ecosystems, In order to minimize impacts, management activities are
reviewed to ensure that "best management practices" are instituted to
protect riparian qualities. The limiting criteria for a specific
activity is its effect on the riparian area.

Some of the riparian areas will receive timber management. However, it
is the policy of this Forest, on a case-by~case basis, that
silvicultural prescriptions in riparian areas should limit timber
activities to those which enhance other resources.

Management activities within riparian areas must comply with Executive
Order 11990 on protection of wetlands.

Riparian areas modify stream flows to reduce peaks and extend low flows.
They generally occur over valley fills that have good water infiltration
and percolation rates. Thus the volume of the fill can (and does) act
as a reservoir to retain water during wet periods and slowly release
water to the streams during dry periods. The result is a flow
modification. There is approximately 161,000 acres of Riparian area on
the Forest. See section under indicator species in Wildlife for
riparian monitoring.

Flood Prone Areas: The Uinta Mountains within the Ashley National

Forest have a high potential for rain on snow type floods because much

of the Forest Ties above 9,000 feet and because basic basin orientation
tends to hold snow until the warm storm season arrives, This potential
becomes highly significant in years when the predicted runoff, based on
snow course date, is above average.

Most major flood events on the Uinta's are related to snowmelt events.
No summer storm events have accounted for any of the recorded annuail
peaks. This does not eliminate the summer storm type of event as a
possibility. However, intense summer storms have resulted in extensive
flood damage, especially in the Sheep Creek drainage.

Almost all recorded peak flow events have occurred between April and
June. Eighty percent have occurred between May and June.
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The Central Utah Project (CUP}, probably the largest federal water
resources development ever authorized and funded by the United States
Congress, has the primary purpose of diverting for Utah's use a portion
of the annual water yield of the Colorado River drainage. Principal
uses of the water will be irrigation, municipal and industrial suppliies,
ana hydroelectric power production.

The amount of water to be diverted is Timited by the Upper Colorado
River Basin Compact of 1948, in which five states - Arizona, Colorado,
New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming allocated among themselves the average
annual water supply of the Upper Colorado River drainage. The actual
projects required to physically divert the allocated water are
authorized by the Colorado River Storage Project Act of 1956. Funding
is secured by the Secretary of the Interior, and construction is done by
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation.

Under the 1948 Compact, Utah may divert up to 1,322,000 acre feet per
year, or 23% of the average annual yield of the Upper Colorado River
drainage. For planning and construction, the Bureau has divided the CUP
into six separate units, three of which (the Bonneville, Upalco, and
Uinta units? directly impact the Ashley National Forest. The Bonneville
Unit will divert Uintah Basin water from the Green River drainage.

Each of the CUP units could be constructed and operated independently of
the other units, and the Bureau has to file separate environmental
impact statements for each one.

Impoundments, Transmission Facilities, Wells and Man-made Developments:
The Forest Service has Tittle or no control over many of these water
uses. Because of this, most of these cutservice projects are done with
little or no Forest Service input and there is not sufficient time for
proper planning.

Demands for facilities to produce hydropower from low flows and low head
structures will increase. Such facilities will demand diverting water
from streams to the detriment of instream flow uses. Transmission
losses through seepage will be overcome by piping and canal lining.
These demands will conflict with instream flow uses.

Demands for instream flow amenities for recreation and fish habitats
will increase while the population 1increases.

Impoundments will be needed to regulate flow and provide even flow
throughout the year for industrial and municipal uses.

Wells and springs will be preferred to streams as sources of high
quality water.

The Bonneville-Jensen and Upalco units of the Central Utah Project are
in progress and involve several south siope Uinta Mountain rivers and
streams. The implications for Forest Management have already been
described.
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Demand

For the Vernal, Roosevelt, and Duchesne Districts, the socio-economic
section indicated that population will increase with a concurrent demand
for municipal and industrial water. Increased municipal and industrial
water needs will cause a conversion from agricultural use. Many farm
lands may be converted to hobby farms or urban and industrial land uses.
Municipalities will look for additional supplies and more efficient
collection and distribution systems,

For the Flaming Gorge District only small 1ncreases in growth are
anticipated. The area 15 expected to remain rural with the projected
demand for water to increase slowly.

The National Forest water needs for recreation, administration,
fisheries, wildlife, and riparian will increase. MNevertheless, the
amount of water consumptively used by the Forest Service will remain at
less than 1% of the supply.

Increased demands for water on the Wasatch Front will heavily impact the
Ashley National Forest.

The demand for high quality water for all uses will increase. The cost
of water treatment, changes in water use, and technological changes will
nitiate searching for additional sources of high quality water. There
will be a demand for lTower sediment loads.

Such demands may require a more rapid implementation of watershed
improvements or may change priorities for watershed improvements. The
springs and drainages that produce water will be considered high value
and pressures to eliminate all activities that might cause poliution
will be high.

Upsteam watersheds tributary to the Colorado River will become
increasingly important in helping to meet the growing demands within the
basin and the National obligation to provide water to Mexico.

The Ashley National Forest currently produces about 950,000 acre-feet of
water annually. The demand for water is presently less than or equal to
supply for most downstream users, Studies of projected future demand in
Utah indicate that before the year 2000 the demand for water will
approach supply. For the Uintah Basin and Daggett County there is a
projected demand of 968,200 acre-feet annually.
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TABLE III-25

Present and Future Water Use 1/
Water Used Present 2000 Increase
{(Consumptive Use) (Acre-Feet) (% of Tgta] (Acre-Feet) (% of gotal (Acre-Feet)
Use Use

Municipal 2,500 .3 17,700 1.8 15,200
Industrial 4,600 .6 72,800 7.6 68,200
Irrigation &

Livestock 393,400 50.2 486,100 50.2 92,700
Wetlands &

Evaporation 375,000 47.8 375,000 38.7 0
Public Lands 8,900 1.1 16,600 1,7 7.700
TOTAL 784,400 100.0 968.200 100.0 183.800

i/ "State of Utah - 1980" Utah Division of Water Resources

7.  MINERALS AND ENERGY

Minerals information relating to the current situation is discussed in

detail in the AMS.

Additional discussion is contained 1n the other

chapters of this report. Here we have included a very brief summary of
the AMS and related information to describe the current condition of the
Forest as 1t relates to minerals management. Minerals exploration and
development activities are directly related to the interest generated by
the general public and industry. Management of this resource is
responsive to these public interests along with 1ndustry interest in
coordination with various other public agencies and resources. For
these reasons, the minerals resource poses programming and scheduling
problems that are not common with management of other resources.

Management requirements for minerals are based on statutory and
regulatory direction for locatable, leasable, and saleable minerals.
Also considered are statutory and other management criteria for surface
protection appropriate to the lands involved to prevent or control
adverse environmental impacts. The mineral-related management
requirements are presented in three categories to cover environmental
impacts typically associated with explioration and development operations
for the various mineral commodities.

The first category is Mining Law Compliance and Administration for

locatable minerais.

Access to lands open to operations under the General

Mining Laws is a statutory right granted by Congress. The Forest
Service reviews proposed plans of operations to ensure that operations
will meet Federal environmental protection standards. These standards
include those for air and water as prescribed by Federal and State laws

and regulations.

In addition, the plan of operation must provide for

prompt reclamation and restoration of disturbed lands, to the degree
practicable, for the plarned uses of the area. Mineral activity on
mining claims is not expected to vary significantly between

ailternatives.

The remaining two categories are leasable minerals and saleable
minerals. For these two categories, reasonable access to Forest lands
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is also guaranteed once the discretionary decision is made to issue a
ledase, permit, or license allowing surface use and occupancy. Permits
are issued by the Forest Service for initial geophysical prospecting
(seismic operations for o0il and gas, shdaliow drilling for geothermal
temperature gradient measurement, and geoiogic investigations for solid
minerals). Permits are for the land uses only and grant no rights to
the permittees to the minerals involved. the Forest Service has total
discretion for disposal of common (saleable) varieties of mineral
materials. The BLM issues all other leases, licenses, or permits for
expioratory drilling and production of Teasable minerals.

BLM proposals to issue a license, permit, or lease for leasable minerals
in National Forest System iands are forwarded to the Forest Service
asking whether or not the lands are available for mineral exploration
and development. If the Tands are determined by the Forest Service to
be available, standard and special stipulations necessary for the
management of the surface resources are identified. Management
direction for leasable minerals as to availability ("lease" or "no
lease"), and surface resource management requirements are identified
through the NEPA process by the National Forest.

Recommendations as to availability of lands for mineral leasing are
based on whether development activities of the leasable mineral could be
implemented on National Forest System land and still meet the management
requirements for minerals in the Forest Plan. Those mineral management
requirements reflect surface resource protection and restoration needs.

Secondary mineral processing, other than concentration {milling), and
energy conversion facilities will be prohibited in wilderness. Special
areas, such as research natural areas and culiural resource areas, can
only be recommended for leasing without surface occupancy since
disturbance of the surfate resources would damage the special
characteristics of the land for which they were classified.

One of the main directives 1n the Forest Service Regional Guide for the
Intermountain Region (dated January 1984), concerning minerals, is that a
maximum land base be provided for minerals/energy prospecting, leasing,
and development through conservative use of withdrawal authority, use of
overly restrictive surface use stipulations, and constraining management
direction.

A formal review of existing withdrawals w11l be conducted by the Forest
between 1985 and 1988.

a. Availability

In accordance with the Federal Land Polijcy and Management Act of
1976, the Forest Service must consider that all National Forest
system lands are available for mineral exploration and development
unless they are withdrawn form mineral entry and leasing. The
total area within the Forest boundary 1s 1,405,609 acres.
Approximately 20,910 acres of thi1s area is state and private. This
Teaves 1,384,699 acres available subject to the constraints imposed
by the following:
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b.

1. Outstanding or Reserved Mineral Rights: There are 22,356
acres of acquired rederal lTands within the Forest boundary where
all mineral rights are outstanding or reserved. An additional
5,087 acres have the 0il and gas rights only outstanding.

2. Existing Withdrawals: 77 areas consisting of 42,145 acres
have been formally withdrawn from all forms of appropriation under
the public Tand laws. This includes appropriation of locatable and
common variety minerals but does not include mineral leasing.

- A breakdown of withdrawals 1ncludes:

Forest Service - 60 areas totaling 12,646 acres;

Bureau of Reclamation - 11 areas totaling 28,969 acres;
FERC - 2 areas totaling 35 acres;

and 4 public water reserves totaling 495 acres,

- As directed by FLPMA, all withdrawals on the Forest must be
reviewed for continuation or revocation prior to 1951,

3. Special Legislation: Approximately 185,645 acres of the
Ashley National Forest was withdrawn under P.L. 90-540 when the
Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area was established on October
1, 1968.

4, Wilderness Act 1984 includes 273,426 acres.

5. Summary: The National Forest land with the above constraints
totals 523,572 acres. This leaves 861,127 acres, which includes
outstanding oil and gas rights, considered available for mineral
appropriation and entry as follows:

Locatable Minerals 861,127 Acres

Leasable Minerals 1,083,830 Acres

0il & Gas 1,083,830 Acres
Capability

Normally, the Forest Service does not determine which areas are
capable of minerals and energy production." This is largely a
function of the private sector. This Forest has a Tow potential
for locatable minerals based on geological reports. Known
locatabie minerals include copper, gold, silver, iron ore, iron
oxide and metalurgical Timestone. Leasable minerals of energy
include oil and gas, oil shale, coal, uranium, and tar sands,
Non-energy includes trona, and phosphate. Mineral materials of
stone, sand and gravel are located throughout the Forest.

Suitability

The area of the Forest considered available and capable of
mineral/energy exploration is also considered suitable for mineral
entry and leasing, but not necessarily suitable for development.
Major development activity for mineral recovery (by location or
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lease) could have significant adverse effects on soil, water, air,
scenics, vegetation, wildlife, and wilderness values.

Exploration, prospecting, and production of minerais and energy
from available acres may be tempered by protective stipulatijons,
operating procedures, clauses, and requirements necessary for
protection of other resources. Fforest Service authority to
determine suitability of lands for mineral exploration and
development is limited. This is particularly true with the Mining
Law where damage to surface resources cannot be prevented, only
minimized. In the case of leasable and salable minerals, the
Forest Service can recommend against leasing or sale 1f the value
of the land and its resources outweighs the foreseeable benefits
that would be derived from exploration of the mineral resource and
the existing use cannot be adequately protected by stipulations.

Expected Future Condition

Future technology, change in economic conditions, new discoveries,
and changing needs will determine to a large extent where and which
minerals are developed. As these things occur, special
stipulations and operating procedures are included on leases and
operating plans to coordinate with other resources as required.
These stipulations and procedures may exclude surface occupancy,
require special provisions, and/or may result in increased
operating costs.

E. SUPPORT ELEMENTS

i.

LANDS

Landownership Adjustments and Controls. Gross acreage of the NRA
1s 201,114, which incTudes 10,212 acres of State and private land
and 190,902 acres of Forest lands. A breakdown of alienated lands
includes 1,333 acres of State and 8,879 acres in private ownership,

Development of these lands by private interests, mainly for
recreational purposes, has vccurred on a limited basis. Potential
for intensive mining, industrial, and recreational development
exists and is being contemplated on many tracts of private land
within and immediately outside the NRA, Any major development will
create impacts which may not be compatible with the purpose for
which the NRA was established.

Private land owners are encouraged to provide more sophisticated
recreational services than are available on National Forest lands,
Fee title or scenic easement will be purchased only when (a) State
law or county zoning ordinances are inadequate to prevent seriogus
conflict between private development and NRA objectives, or (b)
when nonconforming and conflicting private land uses occur or are
imminent.

There is increasing pressure from private land owners to develop
the minerals under land they own or their reserved mineral estate,
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Since development of the minerals cannot be accompiished without

interfering with or detracting from recreational values the lands
should be acquired. Proposed 1and and/or mineral exchanges would
be used to accomplish this were possible.

To date, there has been 1,256 acres acquired in fee purchases. The
majority of the remaining acreage, 8,640 acres in fee and 11,500
acres in mineral 1interests should be acquired by exchange.

A large percentage of the land on the South Slope of the Roosevelt
and Duchesne Districts is National Forest. Private inholdings
total 3,627 acres in 18 small scattered tracts. There are no State
lands within this area. Most of the private lands are located in
the major drainage bottoms and went to patent through homestead
entry for agricultural uses. Ranching remains the primary use, but
resort and recreational residence development increases annuaily.

lLandline location work along the Reservation boundary and private
tracts is an acute problem. This work has lagged for several years
far Tack of funding. There are known or suspected trespasses in
several localities.

There are 6,380 acres of privately owned land within the VYernal
Ranger District. There 1s no State land. Chevron Resources is
actively mining phosphate from private lands just outside the
Forest boundary. These lands are contiguous with lands they own
within the southeast portion of the district. Four small tracts
are patented mining claims, but there is Tittle mining activity on
them. Few problems exist as a result of the mining lands. Chevron
is expanding their present operation adjacent te the Forest and
could have impacts on the Forest.

The remaining private land is ranch land in Dry Fork and rangeland
in Davenport and Lambson Draws, This land is grazed in conjunction
with adjoining National Forest lands.

Special Uses

Flaming Gorge: Special uses in the area vary from simple
structures, such as corrals and gravel pits, to major gas and power
transmission Tines and resorts. These land uses are authorized by
permit, lease, easement, license, or memorandum of understanding.
An 1ncreasing number of requests is being made for additional Tand
uses that utilize or affect forage, timber, recreational and scenic
values. The reasons for the new demands are increasing population,
growing recreation use, popularity of the NRA, the profit motive,
improved access, and the desire to expand utility services.

Many existing permits and Teases were issued prior to establishnent
of the NRA. Some are not in accordance with the objectives of the
NRA and detract from its value. Some rock and gravel quarries;
gas, power, and water transmission 1ines; and range and
recreational developments fall into this category.
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Because of the intense public scrutiny and the objectives of the
NRA, the administration of permits must be thorough and to a high
standard. Special land uses may have to be limited because of
manpower and financial restrictions.

The two classes of special use permits for commercial activities
within the NRA are: those authorizing concessionaires to provide
services to the recreational public and those authorizing
utilization and development of nonrecreational resources. This
second class covers transmission lines for power, water, and gas;
gravel pits; roads; and mineral exploration. Requests for these
types of special use permits are increasing.

Special use permits for concessionaires now authorize three
marinas; the Dutch John Airport; and two others providing
automotive service, food service, raft rentals, and lodging.
Expansion will be permitted as public demand for their services
increases. Allowance for new concessionaire developments will be
permitted only when the present ones can not or will not satisfy
the public demand and when the Forest Service determines that such
services are needed and are not available on adjoining private
lands.

South Slope (Roosevelt and Duchesne Districts)

Land uses on the Roosevelt and Duchesne Districts on the South
Slope are many and varied. These include 58 special use permits,
17 memorandums of understanding and 10 right-of-way easements.
These uses are dispersed throughout areas, but are most numerous in
the more developed canyon bottoms.

Power site withdrawals and Federal Power Commission withdrawals
cover 55,030 acres. These withdrawals were filed during the period
1926 to 1933 on Whiterocks River., Uinta River, Yellowstone River,
Swift Creek, Lake Fork, Rock Creek, and Granddaddy Basin. While
these power site withdrawals do not withdraw the Tand from mineral
entry, they do give priority of use to power sites. However, no
known power projects are contemplated and the existance of the
withdrawals has not been a major consideration in locating the
wilderness boundary.

Special use permits include three (3) resorts, eight (8) recreation
residences, seven (7) utility Tines, two (2) electronic sites,
fifteen (15) water transmission lines (both domestic and
agricultural), one (1) mining camp, eight (8) pastures, seven (7)
range facilities, and eight {8) outfitter guides. Seventeen (17)
memorandums of understanding are granted to other governmental
agencies for gaging stations, water diversion, hydro-meteorologic
sites, utility lines, roads, and water transmission lines.
Right-of-way easements are primarily for roads, but other uses
include canals, reservoirs, and water diversion structures.
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The major withdrawals within the districts are for phosphate,
Bureau of Reclamation, and the Federal Power Commission. The
phosphate withdrawals cover about 28,000 acres located along the
southern border of the Forest. Reclamation withdrawals cover
26,084 acres. These withdrawals are for the Moon Lake Project and
the Central Utah Project and are located mainly in the canyon
bottoms.

Vernal

One hundred four special use permits are in effect on the Vernal
Ranger District. These permits cover a variety of uses and
activities such water impoundments and transmissions, power
transmission, two summer home tracts, electronic sites, fences,
corrals, pipelines, roads, herder cabins, mineral leases, etc.
Water impoundment and transmissiun, a necessity for this arid
country, poses some of the more serious special use problems.

High voltage power 1ines from Flaming Gorge cross the eastern end
of the district. Also, there are two designated communications
sites one on Grizzly Ridge and one on Marsh Peak. Visual impacts
of these powerlines, roads, electronic sites, and other special
uses are detrimental to the scenic quality. Most are located so as
to create the least visual impact. The annual inspections and
follow-up of special use permits is time consuming and adds
significantly to the administrative workload.

Withdrawals: The Federal Land Policy and Management Act directed
that all withdrawals be reviewed for continuation or revocation
prior to 1992. These areas include; 20 administrative sites (1,433
acres); 43 recreation areas (11,213 acres); 16 reclamation projects
related to the C.U.P. (28,969 acres); reservoir withdrawal for
Colorado River storage projects (128,669 acres); and Federal Power
Commiision and 10 power site classification projects (73,332
acres).

Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area: The Tands within the NRA
subject to valid and existing rights are withdrawn from mineral
location or entry and patent under the mining laws by section 5 of
P.L. 90-540, October 1, 1968.

Wild and Scenic Rivers: Two rivers on the Ashley Forest were
Tisted in 1980 as eligible for study for possible inclusion in the
National Wild and Scenic River System. These are the Green River
from the Flaming Gorge Dam to the south boundary of the Dinosaur
National Monument and Rock Creek, located on the Duchesne Ranger
District.

The Green River was studied by an interagency team in 1978 and a
Final Environmental Impact Statement was published in 1980. This
statement recommends Scenic status for that portion of the Green
River from the Flaming Gorge dam downstream to the Gates of Lodore.
No action has been taken cn this recommendation, to date.
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Rock Creek has been determined to be ineligible for study as & part
of the Ashley National Forest planning effort which Tooked at
eligib1lity of rivers on a forest-wide basis. This determination
of ineligibility is based on loss of free-flowing character and Tow
volume of water resulting from the construction of the Upper
Stillwater Dam, presently under consiruction, Rock Creek above the
dam is located in the High Uintas Wilderness. hence it needs no
further protection.

RNA's: See Research Natural Areas under Recreation in Chapter 1II.

Lands Available for Disposal: No specific lands have been
identified for disposal. In 1966 and 1963 the Forest and Region
completed two major land exchanges with the State of Utah, wherein
two isolated sections of the Ashley National Forest {Phil Pico
-3,200 and Tabby Mountain - 27,522 acres} were exchanged for
certain State section lands located within the Ashiey, Wasatch,
Dixie, Fishlake, and Sawtooth National Forests. This eliminated
most of the isolated State sections within the Forest.

See the AMS document in the Supervisor's 0ffice in Vernal, Utah,
for a more detaijed discussijon of Lands.

SOILS

The Ashley National Forest has a variety of geographical areas,
Tandscapes, climate, and vegetation. Soils vary accordingly from
the high desert areas toc the alpine zones above timberland. A
variety of processes have been involved in forming the sotls on the
Forest. The diversity of all of these soils forming factors has
produced a mixture of soil patterns with highly productive soils
that are interspersed with soils that have low potential for
productivity.

Soil Productivity: Seil productivity varies with differences in
elevation, precipitation, aspect, texture, depth, 1nternal
drainage, content of rock fragments, parent material, slope and
vegetative cover. The Ashley National Forest has a wide range of
landforms affected by a wide range of environmental parameters.
Elevations range from 6,000 feet in the Wyoming Basin to 13,528
feet at the high mountain tops. Soi1ls and soil productivity vary
accordingly. 5011 erosion is addressed under the special
conditions section.

The higher elevation lands 1n the Bollies (crest of Uinta Mountains
elevations above 10,600 feet) are generally of a lower productivity
than lands adjacent to this unit. However, productivity is more
tikely to be affected on this unit by the cold temperatures, high
winds, and very short growing season than by the inherent fertility
of the soils. These so1l are sensitive to disturbance and highly
susceptible to activities, especially on a seasonal basis. Surface
disturbance has major effects on compaction and erosion, especially
in those areas associated with frost. These areas are unique and
sensitive ecological units supporting a distinct vegetative type.
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The mid elevations of the forest have many soil units associated
with high water tables. These soils are sensitive to puddeling
during the wet times of year and have restricted water
infiltration, They occur in association with the majority of
timber units on slopes less than 8% on the Vernal Ranger District.
Special recognition needs to be given to these areas for timber
harvesting especially 1n the Vernal Municipal Watershed.

Those lower elevation lands receive low precipitation. In the
Tavaputs plateau, natural erosion rates are high and much
weathering of the limestone and shale goes into solution with the
result of Tittle soil formation. Lack of moisture appears to be
the primary cause of low productivity in both Wyoming and the South
unit.

To maintain or 1wmprove inherent soil productivity by management
practices, monitoring and the establishment of a data base is
needed. Monitoring is addressed in following discussions.

S0il Productivity Improvement:

Current management direction is to eliminate the backlog of the
soil and water ‘improvement program. It is estimated ithat 1,031
acres of Tand wouid need to be treated by the year 2000. Current
budgets will allow about 75% accomplishment by 2000. Improved
range management will also result in 1ncreased soil productivity.

The primary means of improving the soil productivity then would be
by reducing so1l erosion rates so the rate of soil formation will
exceed the rate of soil 1oss, and reducing compaction associated
with recreation, grazing, and timber harvesting.

Soil Monitoring:

The need for additional information to analyze opportunitires and
limitations of the soil resource and to predict the effects of
management activities is great.

Soil monitoring provides land managers with a sound soil data base
from which to identify and analyze significant production
opportunities and limitations of the soil resource.

Special Conditions:

Soil erosion: Areas of excessive soil erosion (both natural and
accelerated ) involve hazards to soil productivity. Erosion of the
uppermost layer of soil greatly reduces the nutrient level, water
holding capacity, and infiltration rate and therefore reduces the
productivity of the soil.

In those areas where natural erosion is high the tolerance level is
adjusted to the natural erosion rates as determined for those
units. These lands are predominantly the pinyon juniper lands
located in the NRA portion of the Wyoming basin and the Tavaputs
plateau region in Utah,
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Lands of high natural erosion rates:

Pinyon-duniper Basin Lands (19,188 acres).
Pinyon-Juniper Canyon Basin Lands (50,416 acres).
Pinyon-Juniper Canyon (14,603 acres).
Pinyon-duniper South Face Lands (11,371 acres).

Gullied lands in the Tavaputs plateau region are areas of excessive
erosion but no attempt was made to quantify this loss.

Management practices that reduce the ground cover to less than 70%
accelerate erosion. One of the most common problem areas
identif1ed with accelerated erosion are roads, especially open
non-system roads.

Current management direction regarding excessive soil erosion
parallels that of the Soil and Water Resource Improvement Needs
Inventory. Areas with excessive erosion need to be put into the
Soil and Water Resource Improvement Needs Inventory. As projects
are identified, the watershed improvement work can be accomplished
to reduce the erosion rates and maintain or enhance productivity,

Soils Requiring Special Attention:

The Ashley National Forest has an unusual situation with soils
having a seasonally high water table. These are for the most part
some of the more productive timber stands on the forest. Althcugh
these soils are quite common in depression areas, they are also
very prevalent on ridges and slopes up to 10% on the Flaming Gorge
and the Vernal Ranger District. These soils need to be recognized
as a special situation in road construction, timber sale layout,
and any other management practice that involves disturbance to the
area.

With timber harvesting being proposed on these areas and an already
wet situation, the removal of vegetation adds water to the soil,
creating a potential probiem for both the timber operator and the
Forest Service.

See section of Soil Productivity for additional discussion on
sensitive soils.

Special emphasis also needs to be given to soils associated with
riparian, especially wet meadows and critical wildlife areas; and
also many of the soiils associated with aspen, especially near the
heads of drainages and side slopes.

Existing Inventory:

Detailed order 2 soi11 resource inventory has been completed on
approximately 192,700 acres ( through FY82)} on the forest. An
additional 46,000 acres is inventoried annually. There is also a
land systems inventory for the Ashley National Forest that has
soils as one of its major components. This inventory has not been
correlated to meet the standards of an Order 3 Soil Resource
Inventory.
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The existing Order 3 and Order 4 Tevel sgil inventories, which
cover the entire Forest, have not been correlated to standards.
Both the Order 3 and Order 4 level inventories will require
updating including review, correlation, and documentation by the
year 2030.

Approximately 175,000 acres on the South Unit of the Tavaputs
Plateau has been surveyed at an order 3 with reviews. This survey
area is expected to be completed in F.Y.85.

Additional Order 2 soil surveys on the forest are required. By
manual (FSM 2552) direction, all vegetation manipulation projects
proposed on the Forest will require a ccmpleted Order 2 soil survey
before the implementation of the project. The need for adequate
Order 2 and Order 3 level inventories is expected to exceed the
amount that present soils personnel can supply in the near future.

FACILITIES

The Ashiey National Forest has numerous facilities including roads,
bridges, administrative sites, and buildings. They require
considerable time and money for operation and maintenance. There
have been Targe investments in these facilities to facilitate the
development, protection, and use of forest resources. A detailed
description of the facilities on this forest can be found in the
AMS,

a. Administrative Sites and Buildings:

Currently the Forest has 147 buildings of which 37 are between
20 and 30 years old; 3 are between 30 and 40 years old; 19 are
between 40 and 50 years old and 17 are 50 years old and older.
Currently the forest has 40 road bridges and 7 trail bridges.

The buildings on the Forest have been deteriorating due to
insufficient funding to maintain them. The maintenance work
performed each year has not been keeping up with the needs.
To do the maintenance work, we have relied on the 1imited
amount of faciltities maintenance money, rental money, and
contributed support from SCSEP and YACC programs. A small
amount of money has come from projects.

For several years there have been many problems on the Forest
with owned buildings. These problems include: excess or
seldom used buildings; deterioration of many buildings; Tack
of sufficient funds to maintain buildings properly; and poor
energy efficiency associated with older buildings. Twenty-six
percent of the buildings are over 30 years old.

Continuation of past management will perpetuate the
deterioration of some buildings. Some buildings have been
1dentified as surpius and will be removed or destroyed. Other
buildings will probably be surplus at a later date. Disposal
of these buildings will be done in compliance with 36 CFR 800,
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Roads

The Forest has approximately 1817 miles of inventoried road
system. The existing road jurisdiction includes about 1,451
miles of Forest Service Roads, 160 miles of private, 135 miles
local service roads and 70 miles of State Highways.

The overall existing road density is approximatly 1.11 miles
of road per square mile of land, excluding the High Uintas
Wilderness.

The Forest is also accessed by a trail system of about 775
miles of inventoried trail. The trail system is discussed
under the recreation sections of this report.

Flaming Gorge Reservoir provides a relatively large water way
that is also considered as a means of transportation for
various recreation activities.

Construction of new roads on the Forest Development System has
totaled about 55 miles from 1971-1981, for a yearly addition
of 5.5 miles per year. Slightly more than 94 miles of road
have been rebuilt for an average of 9.4 miles per year. The
numbers of miles of road maintained on the Forest has averaged
about 1,160 miles a year from 1974 to 1982, Using these data,
the mileage maintained was 2% at level 1, 23% at level 2, 28%
at level 3, 35% at level 4, and 12% at level 5. Levels used
here relate to a standard of maintenance.

The necessary arterial/coliector system is in place except for
two or three large unroaded areas. The local road system will
have to be extended to provide access to the site specific
needs of timber harvest and mineral exploration.

Approximately half of these roads will be classified as
short-term facilities or intermittent facilities.

Most of the existing roads are adequate for the existing
conditions; approximately 20% to 30% need some improvement.
New timber and mineral impacts and an increase in general use
will require site specific improvements to safely handle the
increased use.

Road construction and maintenance funding needs to be improved
to meet management direction. Historically, maintenance of
all facilities have not been given adequate importance or
priority. It is here that initial investments are prctected
and resource damage minimized.

An increased use of short term facilities, road closures, and

traffic management will be used to reduce the costs of initial
investment and maintenance.
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Trails

Discussion of the trails system is included in the recreation
portion of this chapter.

Utility and Transportation Corridors

Three land management plans have been compieted for planning
units on the Forest. There were no corridor ROW's formally
identified in any of these plans. Presently, request for
corridor right-of-ways are processed on a case-by-case basis
following the NEPA process. New ROW's are authorized based on
a demonstrated need and only after assurance that the use is
properly coordinated with other resources and within land
capabilities.

Management direction concerning corridor sitings is that the
Forest will participate in the location studies, preparation
of construction specifications (particularly in reference to
surface disturbance and reclamation), and inspection of
construction and reclamation procedures. The Forest's policy
is to accommodate electrical transmission and pipelines within
existing corridors in conjunction with muitiple use land
mahagement cbjectives and mitigate, as much as possible,
adverse impacts created by the projects.

As part of the Forest planning process existing and potential
utility corridors have been studied and discussion pertaining
to this analysis can be found in the various chapters of the
EIS and in Appendix H.

Existing transportation corridors basically provide the
primary access to all areas of the Forest. There has not been
major interest expressed cn the need for any new primary
access roads on the Forest except for the road that would
parallel the Green River from Little Hole east to NRA
boundary. The county has proposed this location but the
Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management have opposed
because of the conflict that would be created with the
recommendation for inclusion of the Green River in the Wild
and Scenic River System.

4, PROTECTION

al

Fire

The current fire management policy requires appropriate
suppression response on all wildfires. The kind, amount, and
timing of suppression action is based upon fire management
direction under current and expected burning conagitions. From
1970 through 1979 there was an average of 50 fires per year.
About 41% of these fires were human-caused and an average of
680 acres burned each year.

111-57



- II

Three fire management areas were approved in 1980 but are
currently withdrawn from implementation pending revisions
needed to meet recent management policy.

Ultimately a large portion of the Ashley National forest will
be covered by modified suppression plans. Untii such time as
the plans are approved there will not be any prescribed fires
as a result of unplanned ignitions.

The Ashley Naticonal Forest has a Cooperative agreement with
the wildfire control agencies of the Uintah Basin. These
Agencies include the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the Bureau of
Land Management, Dinosaur National Monument, and the State of
Utah Division of Forestry and Fire Control.

Fuel Treatment Policy:

Fuel treatment can be broken down into three separate areas:
natural fuels, created fuels, and created fuels carried over.

Natural fuels are accumulating as a result of the bark beetle
epidemic, old growth timber stands, and long-term fire
protection.

The Ashley National Forest's policy for treating natural fuels
is to use fuels as one criteria for priority determination in
the selection of sales and their timing. Timber sales then
become one method of fuel treatment. The fuels may be removed
commercially as timber products or they may be treated
(generally machine-piled) as one of the sale activities.

Carry-over slash from earlier sales and from blowdown has been
and is continuing to be treated through sales procedures.

Firewood cutting has also been used to treat these same fuels
and this opportunity will be used more intensely and with
greater effect with the newly implemented charge system..

Other areas that have no opportunity for commercial removal
or treatment are programmed for treatment with appropriated
funds. The priority is to first treat those areas that will
do the most to alleviate a particularly hazardous situation
from a rate of spread and resistance to control standpoint.
This is correlated with values at stake and project cost.
Natural fuels have been treated with prescribed burning with
other than fire management funds, primarily for range and
wildlife benefits.

The fuel management policy in created fuels is to treat the
created fuel 1n a timely manner with the fuels work being
completed at the end of the project. This does not mean that
all slash will be physicaily removed. All created slash will
be evaluated and treated as necessary to meet fuels and
silvicultural needs as well as the needs of other functions.
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There is a large backlog of carry-over slash that is
considerably older than the backlog date of 1975. It will be
many years before this can be treated and in many cases, will
require multi-financed projects such as fire management and
site preparation finds to complete specific areas.

Many areas of carry-over slash may never be treated, as
prescriptions for these stands may call for an acceptance of
the existing situation with treatment deferred until the time
of harvest,

Numbers of fires and acreage burned are expected to increase
in the future because of increasing recreation, fuelwood
cutting, and increasing fuel loading. The Nerth and South
siopes of the Uinta Mountains have potential for Targe and
costly fires because of the dense, continuous stands of
Todgepole pine that are subject to pine bark beetie kiil.

Air Quality

There are nc Class I or nonattainment areas in the vicinity of
the Uinta Basin. The portion of Dinosaur National Monument in
Colorado, which does not border the Ashley National Forest, is
classified a Class I area by Colorado. The monument in Utah
does not carry the some classification. The only
nonattainment areas 1n Utah are along the Wasatch Front.

The air quality on the Forest is generally excellent. At
times during the dry summer months vehicular traffic produces
dust which temporarily lessens the atr quality. The amount of
smoke impact from occasional grass, brush and/or conifer fires
is slight since most fires are small and burn a short period
of time. During the period of March through October, stable
atmospheric conditions build only during evening and night.
During the daytime, surface heating normally causes the air to
become unstable thus dispersing pollutants through a thick
Tayer of the atmosphere and consequentiy decreasing pollution
concentrations to insignificant levels.

The Ashley Forest falls entirely in Class II airshed.
Controlied burns are never conducted when the Clearing Index
15 500 or below. When the Clearing Index is between 500 and
600, grass, brush, and scattered stash can be burned. Slash
piles and fuels which produce a large amount of smoke can be
burned when the Clearing Index is 600 or above. Most of the
burning in the Forest is done at €,000 feet or above, with the
heavy slash region at about 8,500 feet. Rarely is the
Clearing index 600 or below at that elevation. Wildfires
which occur during the summer months do not create a large
amount of pollution due to the elevation. Clearing Indexes
are usually above 600 at the fire elevation. However,
nighttime atmospheric conditions and the broad fiat basins
create ideal conditions for inversions to cccur, During the
early morning hours, radiation from the sun destroys these
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nightly inversions and creates adequate convection to disperse
the smoke pollution. Wildfires large enough to create a large
amount of smoke occur in Jduly when the only rain shower
activity 1s created by scattered afterncon cumulus buildups
which dissipate after dark; therefore, heavy air trapping
pollutants from smoke does not create a serious pollution
problem.

There is no data available for 1975-1977 prescribed burning
particulate emissions,

Acid Deposition:

Potential exists fer off-site sources of air pollution to
affect Forest resources. For example, recent studies appear
to indicate that acid rain is a greater threat to the
intermountain west than had previcusly been thought.

The High Uintas have received recognition as to its possible
sensitivity to acid depositon processors, such as sulfur
dioxide. Sections of the Forest are especially susceptible to
acid rain due to the low buffering capacity of lakes and soils
of the quartzitic watersheds. In 1984 and 1985 a scientific
team conducted a survey on the high lakes to establish their
sensitivity with the following conclusions:

1. All of the sampled lakes are at least sensitive to acid
deposition because their alkalinities are less than 200
ueg/1.

2. Twenty-five percent of the sampled lakes are in a very
sensitive condition because their alkalinity ranges
between 76-100 ueq/l.

3. Sixty-five percent of the sampled iakes are in an
ultra-sensitive condition because their alkalinities are
less than 75 ueq/l.

4. The lake system in the High Uinta Wilderness, as a whole,
appears even more sensitive to acid deposition than the
Bridger Wilderness system.

5. Since the High Uinta lakes are located downwind from Salt
Lake C1ty, a non-attainable air quality area, the
monitoring of acid deposition (wet and dry) and lake
alkalinity trends shouid be encouraged.

Insect and Disease:

Forest pests have a direct and significant 1mpact on forest
resources affecting recreation sites by causing tree mortality.
The principal insects and diseases affecting the Ashley National
Forest are mountain pine beetle, ips beetles, commandra rust and
dwarf mistletoe.
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Mountain pine beetle has caused extensive mortality in lodgepole
and ponderosa pine stands for several decades. Epidemic levels of
the beetle, recorded since the 1940's, have continued to cycle
through the Forest, removing most of the larger diameter trees in
infested stands. The most recent outbreak began in the early
1970's around Greendaie Junction, and has caused extensive
mortality around the Flaming Gorge NRA. The heaviest mortality
occurred in 1982 with an estimated 3.5 mi1iion trees killed by the
beetle. Mortality decreased in 1983 to 1.4 million pine, but is
expected to continue until most of the larger diameter trees are
killed 1n infested stands.

The pandora moth caused severe defoliation and some tree mortality
on 15,000 acres of lodgepole in 1960-61. This insect has not
occurred at epidemic levels since that time.

In 1961, an outbreak of lodgepole pine needle miner caused defolia-
tion on 40,000 acres in the Greendale Junction area. The
infestation continued in 1962-63 causing an additional 20,000 acres
of defoliation on lodgepole pine.

Dwarf mistletoe causes significant lcsses in forest stands.
Douglas-fir, lodgepele pine and ponderosa pine can have severely
retarded growth from dwarf mistietoe infection causing significant
volume Toss and eventual tree mortality. A roadside survey of the
Ashley National Forest in 1978 indicated that 144,000 acres or 58
percent of the Todgepole pine type were infected with dwarf
mistletoe. This parasite caused an estimated volume loss of
1,872,000 cubic feet per year 1n lodgepole pine. The same survey
indicatea dwarf mistletoe infected 21 percent of the Douglas-fir, 8
percent of the ponderosa pine, and 23 percent of the mixed conifer.

Seventy percent of the infected trees were of sawtimber size with

34% having a DMR (Hawksworth rating) of three or higher. Losses in
these mature stands will increase because dwarf mistletoe intensity
increases an average of one severity class every 15 years. Natural
regeneration under this declining overstory will become infected at
a very early age and will sustain heavy losses before rotation age.

Commandra rust is also widespread through the lodgepole pine type
on the Ashley National Forest. Infection is sporadic and differs
greatly in intensity, depending on host susceptibility, climate,
and abundance of alternative host plants. The rust attacks trees |
of all ages, but girdles seedlings more rapidly than older trees.
An epidemic will therefore be obvious in young stands, but may not
be noticeable in mature stands for up to 25 years. Sporadic
epidemics can be expected tec occur throughout the lodgepole pine

type.

Root rots causeda by Fomes annosus and Armillaria mellea cause
mortality and growth Toss in focalized centers. These fungi
survive as saprohytes in stumps and pose a threat to regeneration
on 1nfested sites. Infection leads to growth loss and mortality.
Root rots greatly reduce the structural stability of infected
trees, thereby creating potential hazards in recreation sites.
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Damage due to root rots can be expected to increase steadily unless
control neasures are undertaken.

Broom rusts of subalpine fir and Engelmann spruce are common in
spruce-fir forests in the region. They cause top-kill, growth Toss
and mortality of heavily infected trees. Losses from these
diseases can be expected to continue in the future,

The Ashley National Forest has, in the past, been exposed to range-
land insect infestations, but the problems have never been
extensive enough to cause great alarm. Localized areas have had
sufficient buildup to warrant control programs. These treatments
along with natural low population cycles have confined damages to
relatively small areas.

Those insects that have had high enough populations to cause
concern are: grasshoppers, black grass bugs, and Mormon crickets.
Another range pest that has become somewhat visible on cccasion is
the tent caterpillar. It has occasionally been seen 1n sufficient
numbers in bitterbrush stands to attract the attention of range
specialists. Natural contrel and subsidence has removed any
further concern, however, Forest range specialists have worked
closely with representatives of the Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service (APHIS} in identifying, monitoring, treating,
and follow-up work with range insects. These practices would not
change from one alternative to another.

Because of insect and disease population dynamics, weather
patterns, and stand conditions, current management has, to date,
accomplished 1ittle significant change in overall pest conditions.

If current management, which does not regularly consider integrated
pest management, is continued for the next 50 years, conditions
will be much the same as they are presentiy. Inventories,
examinations, and surveys have identified currently available
resource values and form the basis for future projections; thus
forest insect and disease effects have already been incorporated
into the current and future resource availability.

Management direction for the Ashley National Forest must include an
Integrated Pest Management (IPM) program to prevent future impacts
from the above-mentioned and other forest pests. The National
Forest Management Act defined IPM as "a process in which all
aspects of pest-host system are studied and weighted to provide the
resource manager with information for decision making. Integrated
pest management is, therefore, a part of forest or resource
management." A good example of this approach was the coordinated
control effort to reduce spruce beetle mortality in 1959 on the
Uinta, Wasatch, and Ashley National Forests. Stand hazard rating,
monitoring spruce beetle populations in blowdown areas and acres
near logging operations and prompt removal of infested trees will
prevent future losses from spruce beetle. Douglas-fir beetle can
be managed using the same management methods described for spruce
beetle.
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TABLE 111-26

EFFECTS OF FOREST AND RANGE INSECTS AND DISEASES

Element

Forest and Range Insects and Diseases Can
Cause:

Which May Resuit In:

Wildiife

Timber

Recreation

and Fish

overstory mortality

- discolored foliage
- hazard trees

- reduced windfirmness

- overstory mortality

- seed predation/reduction

- overstory mortality

~ loss of large, "cathedral 1ike" trees in
developed sites.

- trail impediments and increased trail
maintenance to clean failen trees.

- loss of shade.

- loss of buffers between people and
vehicles, noise and visual.

~ degradation of visual environment.

- death or injury to forest recreationists.

~ damage tc property and recreaticnal site
improvements.

- death or injury to foresti recreationist.

- damage to property and recreational site
improvements.
loss of wind protection.

- improvements in forage production.

- fallen trees which may inhibit movements
of big game.

- reduced cover.

- Tloss of old growth trees.

- increased habitat for cavity nesting birds.
reduced food source for those animals
feeding an seeds from cones.

- loss of shade to streams.

- improved fish habitat as trees fall across
streams.

- increased fire hazard.

- reduced food source for those animals
feeding on seeds from cones.

- decreased/increased timber value.
altered stand species composition.
altered stand structure.
reduced stand density.
competition with herbaceous vegetation.
altered gene pool.
different successicnal stage.
increased supply of firewood, houselogs,
and other deadwood products.
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Table III-ZG! !
Forest and Range Insects and 3

Can Cause:

Which May Result In: ‘ '

Timber (cont.)

Water

Protection (Fire)

Insect and Disease

Range

- regeneration mortality

- reduced growth potential

~ top kill

- seed predation/reduction

- stem rots

- reduced windfirmness
deformed trees
Tower wood quality
- overstory and regeneration mortality

- overstory and regeneration mortality

- tree depredations

- reduced forage production

- reduced stocking.
- increased need for reforestation.
- reduced supply of Christmas trees.
- Tlonger rotations.
- poor tree vigor.
- reduced volume,
- longer rotations.
- poor tree vigor.
- Tlower wood quality (excessive limbing).
- understocked stands.
- 1ncreased need for reforestation.
- shortages in nursery stock.
- reduced merchantable volume,
- windthrow.
- predisposition to bark beetle attacks.
- windthrow potentiail
reduced merchantable volume,
reduced timber value.

- change in water yield.
- change in water quality.

- standing dead or fallen trees which
add to fuel load.

- increased potential for 1i1ghtning caused
fires.

- 1increased costs of pest detection,
evaluation, and suppression.

- reduced AUM's.

- increased erosion.

- increased costs to permittee.
- loss of wildlife forage.

- costly treatment practices.
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Law Enforcement:

The Forest Service is responsible for enforcing Federal laws
and regulations on the National Forest. This responsibility
cannot be delegated to other agencies of local law enforcement
entities.

The Forest Service may cooperate with state and local agencies
in enforcing certain state laws on National Forest lands. The
Sisk Act provides statutory authority to reimburse local and
state law enforcement agencies for the protection of persons
using National Forest lands and property.

Most employees assigned to recreation and fire prevention
receive minimum law enforcement training. This training is
not adequate to handie many of the law violations they
encounter. Budgeting for law enforcement s also not adequate
to carry out an effective law enforcement program.

Employees assigned law enforcement duties are trained to
perform such duties with competence and confidence. The
Forest presently has the part-time services of one Zone
Special Agent and three level four Law Enforcement Officers.

The Forest's major areas of concern and law enforcement
activity are man-caused fires, vandalism, theft of government
property and forest products, ORV violations, trespass, theft
of campground fees, and alcohol and drug related problems
associated with large group gatherings., It is anticiapted
that these types of 1ncidents and other law enforcement
problems will increase with the growth of the general
population.
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter forms the scientific and analytical basis for
comparison of the alternatives. It describes the consequences of
implementing each alternative in terms of production, cost, and
environmental changes.

Affects on some activities or programs and associated effects do
not change significantly between alternatives. These are:

1. Endangered and threatened species.

2. Cultural resources.

3. Human and community development.

4. Land purchase, acquisition, and adjustment.
5. Utility corridors.

6. RNA's

Direct and indirect effects are discussed for alternatives by each
resource, Direct effects are basically caused by the action and
occur at the same time and place. Indirect effects which are
caused by the action but occur later in time or farther removed in
distance.

B. DIRECT and INDIRECT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

1.

RECREATION

It is estimated that demand can be met for all alternatives,
although at various levels of service and standards. As
mentioned in Chapter II the output figures are slightly less
than demand but that demand can be met and the output figures
should be considered in light of their relative value when
comparing each alternative. Efforts will be made to improve
methods of management and make better use of volunteer
programs, to improve service to the public and manage the
land. Alternative F and G would be managed at a level where
services would be lowest for all alternatives. Alternative J
would provide for the highest level of public service. For
specific details relating to demand, outputs, and capacity
refer to Chapter 1I.

Developed Recreation: Developed recreation facilities,

existing or proposed, generally would not adversely affect
other resources. Concentration of recreation use at developed
sites can create environmental problems, but with proper
design, redesign, construction and reconstruction, these
problems can be mitigated. The total acres involved in
existing and proposed development sites is small compared with
the total Forest acreage.
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Many of the existing facilities and related improvements at
developed sites have not been maintained to a standard that
prevents significant deterioration. This condition has
resulted in some environmental site deterioration, site
closures, and facility failures. Demand continues to increase
and most of the developed campground sites are being used at
about 30% above maximum theoretical capacity (for campgrounds
100% occupancy can be expected when use approaches 40% of
maximum theoretical capacity).

Alternatives B, C, D, H, and I as modeled in FORPLAN were
developed using the Tow level investment program for heavy
maintenance and new construction. All other alternatives were
programmed at the no investment level, except Alternative J
which uses the high investment program for new construction.
Those alternatives with the low level investment represent a
significant improvement over the current budget situation
(Alternative F). The routine maintenance costs that were
built into the FORPLAN model varies between all alternatives.
Since Alternative J budget for recreation is significantly
higher, it offers the opportunity for major improvement in
recreation management programs. As a result, conflicts with
other resources and the environment within and adjacent to the
development sites can be mitigated and managed within
acceptable 1imits providing funded is made available.

The developed site capacity, outputs, and effects, do not vary
significantly by alternative and demand is constant
throughout. The degree that the Forest can mitigate impacts
on other resources is directly related to the ability to
finance the recreation program. The FORPLAN model was
structured to allow for about a 3% increase in demand, which
is very conservative even though it 1s tied to Wyoming and
Utah growth rates. If growth rates increase significantly
from 3% annually, and for long periods of time, shortages in
development sites can be expected along with the associated
environmental impacts at the development sites and adjacent
dispersed areas. The financing and demand projection elements
are critical, and a significant variation from what is
programmed in the FORPLAN model could result 1n unmanageable
environmental impacts that would necessitate a plan revision.

Chapter II shows the minor variations of developed recreation
outputs. Based on the 1980 actual use data, the Forest
provided 702,400 RVDs for recreation activities within
developed sites. A large portion of the existing and proposed
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developed capacity, is within FGNRA. This area was
established by legislation which included specific direction
for providing for recreation, For this reason, management of
developed sites on this Forest is very important along with
the fact that developed sites are very closely related to, and
a functional part of, dispersed recreation activities.

Dispersed Recreation: For the most part, all areas on the

Forest will be available for recreation use in varying degrees
throughout the planning pericd. Area closure to vehiclies does
not vary by alternative, nor is it expected to change
significantly from the current situation, (see Table IV-1).

The difference in alternatives is determined by the
combination of prescriptions selected for each alternative.
A1l alternatives except D will result in some roading of
timbered unrcaded areas, excluding the Wilderness area.
Alternative J does not allow for roading in several large
areas during the first decade. In popular areas, it may be
necessary to intensify management of recreation uses to
protect investments, such as tree plantings.

Dispersed recreation management in the FGNRA is a littie
different than the rest of the Ashley Forest. In nearly all
situations where conflict exists between recreation and
another resource, it will be resolved in favor of recreation
scenic values, and wildlife.

Dispersed recreation use will occur in the wilderness and
demand is estimated to be the same for all alternatives.
Recreation use will cause impacts on primary access points and
along major trails but these impacts can be managed within the
limits prescribed within the Forest Plan.

The present ROS as inventoried would be changed for all
alternatives except F and G from the present mix toward the
developed side of the spectrum resulting in a ioss of
semi-primitive, and semi-primitive motorized ROS acreages.
Alternative J reduces this change during the first decade. The
loss of semi-primitive and semi-primitive non motorized ROS
acres would result in an increase of the roaded-natural ROS
classification acres,

Timing of management activities that result in changing of the
ROS class is a key factor relating to social and environmental
impact. These changes would occur over a 150 year perijod. In
some situations, management activities would occur in areas
during the first decade and then the areas would be allowed to
revert to a natural state. It is possible that some of these
areas could reach the environmentai, social, and managerial
condition that exists today and have the original ROS
classification. In all probability this situation would be an
exception rather than the rule but 1t is
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important to point out that over a 150 year period the Forest
would not have a static situation. This change in the ROS mix
would result in a loss of the opportunity to provide for
recreation activities that normally occur in semi-primitive
motorized and semi-primitive nonmotorized areas but new
opportunities 1n other ROS areas will be created. To a
certain extent, demand for these two ROS classes of
semi-primitive motorized and semi-primitive nonmotorized could
be met in primitive and roaded natural areas. Needs in excess
of this Forest's capacity would have to be met in other areas.

ATternatives F and G would create a situation where dispersed
recreation opportunities would decline because of the loss of
development sites and associated support facilities.
Environmental impacts associated with unregulated use would be
created because of reduced recreation management programs
associated with Tow budgets.

Management of motorized travel is the same for all
alternatives and would be guided by the criteria found in the
Standards and Guidelines in the Forest Pian. In general
terms, this procedure involves the use of the Forest Travel
Management Plan which is updated annually as needed. This
update would require that annually the Forest review all roads
and trails to determine 1f they are sti1l1 needed to manage the
forest, provide access to other public or private inholdings
or to provide access to mining claims or special use permits,
and to evaluate the need for new roads or trails. In all of
these situations seasonal or permanent closures may be
implemented to protect the road bed, wildlife habitat, reduce
maintenance, provide public safety, prevent soil loss or
vegetative damage, and protect streams or other natural
ecosystems,

Obliteration of roads or trails could be expected 1T the road
or trail is not needed to meet Forest management objectives or
if they are causing resource damage. Damage would include
such things as soil displacement, degrading water quality or
VQ0's, displacing wildlife, excessive noise or dust pollution.
Also areas beyond roads and trails could be closed or
restricted to protect heavily used area, unique resources,
ecosystems, and to provide for a variety of recreational
opportunities. Each of these many conditions vary from season
to season and year to year. As a result, rather than trying
to conceptulize a different static situation for each
alternative based on hypothetical conditions criteria has been
developed to govern the management of all travel activities as
conditions change and it is the same for all alternatives.
These criteria are shown in the Forest Plan Chapter IV.

The acres available for motorized use, restricted areas, or
closed areas at present is shown in Table IV-1. As mentioned
the relationships of these figures is not expected to vary
significantly unless conditions set forth in the travel
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management criteria can not be met. Management of motorized
travel will be based on current conditions using
pre-established criteria and this should give National Forest
users an idea of what type of management to expect under
varjous conditions,

The average annual dispersed recreation use through year 2030
can be found in Chapter I1. Based on the 1980 use data the
Forest provided 877,000 RYD's for recreation activities

within the dispersed areas.
Table IV-1
Acres Available for Use by Motorized Vehicles by Alternatives and By

Categories of Use

Use Category A B C D E F G H I d

Vehicle Use Permitted 878,973 The total acres shown for Alternative A

Over Most of the Area will remain approximately the same for
all alternatives. The location of these

Vehicle Use Prohibited 232,200 areas may change slightly by alternative

or Restricted Over Most throughout time.
of the Area

Closed 273,426

Total Forest Acres 1,384,699

c. Wild and Scenic Rivers: As noted in Chapter III, the rivers
within the boundary of the Ashley National Forest were
reviewed for their eligibility as potential additions to the
National Wild and Scenic River System. The Green River from
Flaming Gorge Dam downstream to the Forest boundary 1s the
only river on the Forest determined to be eligible. The
interagency study of the Green River was completed with
publication of the Final Environmental Impact Statement in
1980. None of the alternatives considered would adversely
impact the potential of the Green River to meet the
recommendation included in the FEIS.

The potential classification of the Green River as Wild and
Scenic would not adversely impact any of the aiternatives.

d. Cultural Resources: "Cultural Resources" refers interchange-
ably to prehistoric and historic properties and are considered
as a nonrenewable resource, (including palentological sites)
making it imperative to maintain their scientific, historic,
and social integrity. Governed by

V-5




the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the Forest
Service policy is "tc provide for the identification,
protection, interpretation and management of cultural
resources".

To fulfill this obligation, the Forest conducts compliance
surveys, locates, inventories, describes, and evaluates
cultural resources on a project-by-project basis to prevent
adverse effects by ground-disturbing activities. Cultural
resources, in each alternative would be managed to insure
protection of the resource by meeting the legislative
requirements, and following established procedures.
Scientific study to gain knowledge of past human behavior and
interpretation for the public would be important
considerations under all alternatives.

A1l alternatives except F and G 1nitiate higher commodity
production that would generate more cuitural resource surveys
and quite often would accelerate this work 1n the earlier
decades. In the event of significant cultural resource
discoveries changes in management programming and scheduling
could be required.

Where evaluation shows that sites are insignificant, projects
may proceed after coordination with SHPO.

Visual Resource: Impacts on the visual resource are measured
by how a given management activity meets adopted visual
quality objectives {VQ0's). The inventoried VQ0's represent
an estimate of what visitors would expect to see and what
would be acceptable in a forest landscape. The basic
objective is not to have contrasting situations created by
management activities that do not meet the adopted VQOs.

The adopted VQ0's are tied directly to the management
prescriptions selected for a given alternative and each
alternative is composed of different combinations of
prescriptions. Table IV-2 identifies the acres inventoried
for each VQO which are the same for all alternatives. Table
IV-2 also identifies the acres that are assigned to each
prescription which varies by alternative. The adopted VQOs
will be as inventoried for all prescriptions except for the
moderate timber, high timber, high wildlife and high water
prescriptions. Wherever moderate timber, high timber, or high
water prescriptions exist, the VQOs provide for modification
and maximum modification. Where high range and high wildlife
prescriptions are applied, a variable VQO situation exists.
These two prescriptions provide for VQO0's from the inventoried
situation to maximum modification, depending on the range or
wildlife program needs. Conflicts between these two
prescriptions and inventoried VQ0's and resource needs would
not be significant. Quite often wildlife and
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VQO goals are the same. Timing and spatial allocations of
nanagement activities within the analysis areas would be
critical in any one of the alternatives and would require
detailed site design in order to meet the VQO's identified for
each prescription.

Effects on Other Resources - The activities associated with
the recreation resource would not create significant impacts
on other resources. The differences between alternatives
would be minor except for alternatives F and G, where low
level budgets may cause closure of some developed sites and
would cause users to move into dispersed areas.

In all alternatives there could be minor conflicts Letween
Tivestock users and the recreationist. In aiternatives B, C,
D, E, H and I where intensive timber management prescriptions
are applied, it may be necessary to invest additional funds to
manage recreation use to protect new plantations. Generally
these conflicts or potential conflicts, would be manageable.
In all alternatives other impacts created by roads, trails,
and development sites, could usually be mitigated through
proper location and design of such improvements. Recreation
use management in the wilderness requires special efforts to
maintain and protect the wilderness characteristics.

2,  WILDERNESS

The Utah Wilderness Act of 1984 designated 273,426 acres on the
Forest as the High Uintas Wilderness and 186,574 acres on the
Wasatch for a total of 460,000 acres. It is estimated that this
area will meet the anticipated demand for wilderness during the
first planning period. At the end of this planning period
additional wilderness will be evaluated. It is estimated that the
area available for wilderness evaluation at the time of the first
scheduled Forest Plan revision is estimated to be approximately
280,000 acres under the preferred alternative (J). Alternatives A,
B, D, F, and G would have an approximate 180,000 to 210,000 acres
avaiiable for wilderness evaluation at the time of the first plan
revision, Alternatives C, E, H, and I would have an estimated
150,000 to 160,000 acres available for wilderness evaluation at the
time of plan revision. These estimates of acreage available for
wilderness evaluation do not include the 273,426 acres included in
the High Uintas Wilderness. Acres available for wilderness
evaluation under all alternatives could be slightyly reduced as a
result of minerals activities that are unforeseen at this tine.

Most of the present Wilderness use occurs on something less than
10% of the total area. This creates heavy social and physical
impacts on some localities. Distribution or restriction of use by
management will be necessary to optimize use within the Wilderness.
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Trails and trailheads to help with distribution of users are needed.
heavy use areas are in need of rest, rehabilitation, or different
management techniques to prevent unacceptable deterioration.

Management problems that existed prior to designation of the
Wilderness will continue and in some cases be ampiified without a
change in management emphasis., With the Wilderness designation,
use is expected to increase beyond previously projected growth
rates. Problems such as conflicts between recreationists and
permitted livestock, hikers and horse users, and garbage removal
will receive special attention.

Continued management at historic levels with increasing use wilil
result in deteriorating facilities and resources, If the choice is
not to invest in management of the wilderness resource to a level
that provides for maintenance of existing facilities and wilderness
characteristics then in the near future we will be faced with
making significant changes in the way wilderness has been
traditionally managed.
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Table IV-2

v.0.0.5 by Alternative and Benchmark

¥.Q.0.'s as inventoried and adopted Acres Inventoried and Programmed to Each Management Prescription

1/ A B c D E F G H H J
As Inventoried VQO's ™
Preservation 338,088
Retention 473,545
P. Retention 240,485 SAME FOR ALL ALTERNATIVES AND BENCHMARKS
Modi1fication 316,549
Max Modification 15,632

TOTAL 1,364,699

1/

= Inventory compieted prior to passage of Utah
W1Tderness Act of 1984

hdopted VQ0's by Prescription

Min, Level (As Inventoried) 23,009 1,993 1,853 1,993 21,993 21,993 218,711 1,993 1,993 1,983
Mod. Timber {M-MM) 15,674 33,967 116,976 10,101 29,665 -— ——— 13,876 25,374 11,364
High Timber (MM} 26,944 -— 66,871 32,027 54,916 — -— 32,335 27,063 -—
High Range (Variable) 64,258 73,059 125,595 46,480 79,814 2,345 Z,345 176,976 66,790 64,567
High ¥1ldlife (Variable) 20,353 20,353 -— 34,885 34,885 28,307 24,595 19,3245 21,215 28,605
Mod. Disp. Rec. (As Inventoried) 67,793 155,356 120,933 60,913 111,858 245,846 106,798 78,919 111,309 155,830
High Disp Rec. {As Inventoried} 154,857 69,401 6,062 145,844 6,983 147,341 180,006 55,820 7,164 83,785
Wilderness Mod {Freservaticn} 273,426 273,426 273,426 273,426 273,426 273,426 273,46 273,426 273,426 273,426
High W1lderness (Preservation) -— -— -—- -— —-— -— —— -—— -—- -
High Water {M-MM) 3,015 3,089 3,015 663 3,015 - 60 2,261 3,015 3,015
W1ldl11fe Timber (As Inventoried) 284 264 2G4 294 2,210 86,765 43,146 294 294 1,794
Ripartian High (As Inventoried) -— -— - - -— _— _— -— -
Existing Low (As Inventorted) 719,303 725,102 647,959 706,558 741,546 523,G00 540,764 687,698 820,568 734,068
Special Area (As Inventoried) - -—- -—- --- --- ——— -— --- - ——
NRA Timber (As Inventoried) 101 502 450 101 -— - - 100 102 1i1
NRA Forage {As Inventoried) - 1,534 885 --- -—- - -— 13,949 -— -
NRA Wildl1fe (As Inventoried) 16,194 15,144 £,760 59,903 32,918 62,350 381 16,228 14,967 14,661
NRA Recreation {As Inventoried) -— -— -— ——— ——— — -— -— ——— -—
Developed Recreation —— 20,000 20,000 2C,0C0 -— - ——— 20,000 20,0006 20,000
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3. FISH AND WILDLIFE

Threatened and Endangered Animals

Three species of birds and one mammal that may be found on the Forest
have been listed as threatened or endangered. The law specifies that
the habitat of these species will be protected, and this would be done
under all alternatives. These species are: the bald eagle, the
whooping crane, the peregrine falcon, and the black-footed ferret.

The endangered bald eagle winters along the Flaming Gorge Reservoir and
Green River. Activities which could effect this species would not be
anticipated in any alternative.

The winter and spring migration route of the whooping crane may pass
over the Forest, although no birds have been observed. There is no
action that the Forest could take at this time that would help in the
recovery of this species. None of the alternatives considered would
have an effect on this species.

The peregrine falcon historicaily nested on the Forest, but none have
been observed in recent years. The Forest Plan includes an objective to
cooperate with the Utah Division of Wiidlife Resources in identifying
potential hack sites (nest sites) for reestablishment of this species.
Habitat that appears to be favorable for the black-footed ferret exists
in the Wyoming portion of the Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area.

To date, no black-footed ferret sightings have been reported. Surveys
to identify potential habitat are planned. This data will be used to
direct land management in areas occupied by the ferret, if such areas
exist.

Management Indicator Species

The AMS provides an extensive discussion of minimum viable populations
of MIS. The MIS concept 1s based on the assumption that 1f viable
populations of these species are maintained, the remainder of the
species on the Forest will be maintained as well. The MIS are tied to
habitat which includes a diversity of vegetation and vegetative
communities.

The golden eagle has been identified as the management indicator species
for c1iff habitats. Estimated habitat capability is 200% of existing
population needs and is considered to be in good condition. Increased
human activities and development in alternatives B, C, E, H, I and J
could reduce potential capability through disturbance. None of the
alternatives would have direct adverse impacts on this habitat.
Pipelines, reservoirs or large scale mining operations could reduce
habitat capability. Mitigation measures and stipulations would be
included in permits and operating plans to reduce the severity of these
impacts.

The ptarmigan is the indicator species Tor the alpine meadow habitat.
Estimated habitat capability is 250% of existing population needs and is
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considered to be in good condition with a stable trend. Since most of
the alpine meadow habitat is now included in the High Uintas Wilderness,
none of the alternatives would have adverse effects on habitat potential
as a result of man's development activities.

The sage grouse 1s the management indicator species for sagebrush
habitats. Estimated habitat capability is approximately 160% of
existing population needs. Alternative C and H would decrease habitat
capability as a result of vegetative manipulation to increase forage
production for livestock. While mitigation measures such as location
and shaping of treatment areas can reduce effects, it is estimated that
total habitat capability would be reduced by 20 to 30 per cent in
alternatives C and H. Alternatives A, B, D, E, I and J could maintain
existing capabilities with proper coordination of location and shaping
of Tivestock forage improvement activities. Wildlife habitat
improvement activities under alternatives F and G should maintain or
slightly increase habitat capability over existing levels.

The yellow-bellied sapsucker and warbling vireo are management indicator
species for mature aspen and riparian deciduous tree habitats.

Potential habitat capability is approximately 125% of existing
population needs. It is considered to be in fair condition with a
downward trend. The standards and guidelines applied for riparian area
protection forestwide should stabilize the trend in the deciduous tree
portion of this habitat. The mature to overmature condition of most
aspen stands and invasion by coniferous species would continue the
downward trend in the aspen habitat. This downward trend may be offset
by aspen sprouting in many areas as a result of the mountain pine beetle
caused lodgepole mortality. The only alternative which actively begins
aspen management in decade one is alternative B, The light aspen
harvest program 1n decades one and two of alternative B should slow or
stop the downward condition. All other alternatives postpone active
aspen management until decade three.

The Lincoln's sparrow and Song sparrow are indicator species for the
riparian shrub habitat. Potential habitat capability is estimated to be
150% of existing population needs and 1s 1n fair condition with a slight
downward trend. Standards and guidelines applied for riparian area
protection would stabilize the downward trend. Alternatives C, E, H and
I have the potential to adversely impact this habitat due to development
activities. Proper coordination and adherence to standards and
guidelines should mitigate impacts on this important habitat.

Cutthroat trout are a management indicator species for aquatic
ecosystems. Existing and potential habitat capsbilities are very
similar for this indicator species. Condition is considered good and
trend is stable. None of the alternatives propose development
activities such as dams, diversions, or hydroelectric installations that
would potentially impact the aquatic ecosystem. However, these
developments are not typically a direct result of Forest Service action.
Mitigation measures and coordination would be required for such
proposals under any alternative. Alternatives B, C, E, H, I, and J will
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all result in increased water yields, which could have seasonal impacts
on the aquatic ecosystem. Coordination between the Forest Fisheries
Biologist and other resource specialists would delineate mitigation
measures for on-going projects as well as major developments.

It is estimated that the Goshawk needs 380,750 acres of timber 100 years
and older to maintain present population; 95,150 acres of old growth for
minimum viable population.

Table 1V-3 displays the area of mature to old growth timber that would
be remaining after five decades under each of the alternatives. As can
be seen from the acreage totals, sufficient total acreage remains after
fifty years to provide habitat for goshawk populations exceeding the
present level. However, Table IV-3 does not present the spatial
arrangement of the area. Alternatives C, E, H, and I will all result in
reduced spatial dispersion of mature timber stands as a result of timber
harvest activities. Alternatives A, B, D, and J will retain sufficient
dispersion and mature aged timber to sustain the present population.
Alternatives F and G will retain the potential habitat for increased
populations.

TABLE IV-3

res of timber 100 years or older remaining at the end of Fifth decade
indicates Goshawk habitat.

Acres with Harvest

Prescriptions but Acres with Non-Harvest
Alternative not Harvested Prescription Total Acres
A 213,900 275,500 489,400
B 277,600 217,900 495,500
C 295,400 123,800 419,200
D 228,900 263,000 491,900
E 301,100 123,700 424,800
F 339,800 261,400 601,200
G 197,200 320,300 517,500
H 264,400 172,100 436,500
I 281,800 125,100 406,900
J 296,500 162,000 458,500

Deer and elk numbers are very similar between alternatives and fluctuate
very little from decade to decade. The limiting factor for big game
animals in this area is winter range which is, for the most part, off of
National Forest System lands. Alternatives A, B, H, I, and J would have
big game habitat capability increasing for 2% decades as timber harvest
opens extensive stands. Then it deteriorates as re-entry occurs 1n the
same analysis areas. Under alternative C, increased forage to livestock
would displace animals plus reduce capability. Alternative C also would
have a reduced Tevel of wildlife improvement investment. Alternative D,
shows some increase due to increase in investment and decrease in
Tivestock use. Under this alternative there would be a reduced rate of
change in habitat diversity. Alternative E would have an insignificant
increase in habitat capability. Under alternative G diversity and
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capability would be maintained by investment and assignment of the
wildlife-timber prescription. Alternative F would have wildiife habitat
investment that would tend to maintain capacity.

Alternatives B, C, E, H, I, and J all include moderate to high levels of
road construction and reconstruction. The increased access provided by
these roads will result in changes in the type of hunting, particularly
where presently unrcaded areas are made more accessible to more hunters.
Th1s effect can be partially mitigated by imposing and enforcing road
closures on a seasonal basis or by permanentiy closing roads in critical
areas.

Other Fish and Wildlife

The Forest would be managed to maintain vegetative diversity, providing
wildlife habitat for a large variety of species under Alternatives A, B,
E, H, I, and J. Special emphasis would be given to habitat such as
winter range, riparian zones, aspen reproductive areas, cliff habitat,
talus, caves, snags, aquatic systems, and old growth timber under these
alternatives.

Alternative D would provide for intensive management of fish and
wildlife habitat to maintain viable populations of all existing
vertebrate species in the planning area and to maintain and improve
habi1tat of management indicator species.

A1l alternatives aliow that if a stream channel is destroyed or
deteriorated either through natural or man-caused activities, mechanical
stream channel improvement will be permitted to accomplish long-term
fisheries habitat improvement and increased channel stability. There
will be intensive management of fish habitat to maintain viable
populations and to improve habitat of management indicator species in
all alternatives.

Fish habitat improvement structures are included in all alternatives to
maintain or slightly improve capability. Special emphasis will be given
to the protection and management of management indicator species,
critical habitat for threatened and endangered species, and riparian
habitat. Long term plant and animal diversity within the High Uintas
Wilderness will be managed the same for ail alternatives: Diversity
would be increased by modification of existing plant communities on the
rest of the Forest.

Effects on Other Resources: Variations in wildlife habitat investments

and management from one alternative to another should have no
significant impact on other resources. Most impacts would be related to
area closures imposed to protect wildlife during stress periods. These
types of closures would generally be temporary in nature and would be
applied regardless of alternative.

Other effects would primarily relate to timing and location coordination
between wildlife and other rescurce activities. An exception to the
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above 1s Alternative D, (Non-Market Opportunities), which emphasizes
wildlife and other amenities over commodity activities. In this
alternative, livestock use is reduced or displaced to accentuate
wildlife use. This reduction or displacement 1s more a function of
budget Timitations than of competition for habitat. Cocrdination with
State Division of Wildlife Resources objectives are displayed in Chapter
I1I.

One additional effect would be temporary air quality reductions {rom
burning activities used to manipulate vegetation and create more
diversity.

4. RANGE

Threatened and Endangered Plants

No officially listed Threatened or Endangered plants are known to occur
on the Ashley National Forest. The Fishook Cactus, Sclerocactus glacus,
a threatened plant species, may be located on portions of the South Unit
of the Duchesne Ranger District, but so far, none have been found. The
Endangered Species Act specifies that the habitat of any threatened or
endangered species will be protected. If the Fishook cactus, or any
threatened or endangered species, is found on the Forest, their habitats
will be protected under all alternatives.

There are many plants that are endemic to the Uintah Basin, but few of
these are known to occur on the Forest. Among those known to occur on
the Forest are: Astragulus detritalis, Erigeron untermanit, Penstemon
acaulis, P. uintahensis, Parrva rydbegrii, and Townsendia minima. T{hese
and other endemic plants, are not expected to be seriously impacted by
any of the alternatives of the Forest Plan.

Range Program

The Forest will maintain a quality range program, managed to optimize
the production and use of forage on all suitable range to the extent it
is cost effective and in harmony with other resource uses.

Alternatives A, B, I, and J would continue at the current level of
investment, with a slight increase in forage in B, I, and J over A,
because of transitory range available in timber harvest areas.
Alternatives C and H would have high investment in forage improvement to
reduce non-forage vegetative types through treatment which may have an
adverse impact on sage grouse. Under these alternatives transitory
range becomes available for use by the proper class of livestock.
Alternative D would have decreased investments and AUM's along with
decreased range capacity. Alternatives F and G would also have a
decrease in AUM's throughout the 5 decades., Alternative £ would have an
increase in AUM's.
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Annual Livestock Investment by Alternative: (lst decade in 1978 dollars)

Alternative A B C D E F G H I J
M$ 28,000 28,000 56,000 20,000 35,000 O O 105,000 28,000 28,000
by Benchmarks
Minimum Maximum Maximum Maximum Max imum
Level PNV Timber Range Water
0 114,900 7,300 303,400 5,000

Suitable acreage of primary range open to 1ivestock grazing remains
constant for all alternatives.

Range outputs are increased or decreased by alternative through
activities which include structural improvements (fences, water
developments, etc.), nonstructural improvement (sagebrush treatment,
etc.), and the acres of transitory range available to livestock. The
environmental effects change by alternative according to the Tevel of
each of these activities.

The outputs of AUM's by alternatives shows that Alternatives C and H

have the largest increases, and Alternative G the greatest decline in the
first decade. Alternatives B, I, and J show slight increases during the
first 10 years, whereas there are decreases in AUM's for Alternatives D,
E, and F. In addition there are effects on Tivestock caused by the
various activities associated with the alternatives.

Treating sagebrush removes the shrub overstory stimulating grass
production, Grasses are preferred by livestock, especially cattle.
These are relatively short-term effects on any particular area.

Construction of fences and water developments improves the distribution
of livestock and provides additional grazing use outside the riparian
zones, Developments reduce the grazing pressure on areas that have been
historically overused. Through rest or rotation grazing systems the
vigor and production of forage improves. These effects remain as long
as fences and water developments are maintained.

Grazing livestock on transitory ranges {(timber-harvested lands) can
increase AUM production or provide alternative forage so the primary
ranges can be rested.

Effects on Other Resources: Vegetative manipulation, such as spraying,

and burning, could have a short-term adverse effect on deer if applied
on winter range, since browse utilized by deer during winter months
would be killed. Alternative H could reduce the browse component on the
Ashley National Forest because areas would be reburned to prevent the
reestablishment of these shrubs. Under the other alternatives, much of
the browse reinvades within a few years, producing forage for deer use.
The increase in grass, following burning or spraying, would have a short
term effect on forage available to both livestock and elk. It also
provides an excellent fuel for future burning of the 1nvading brush and
trees. Noxious weed control does not change by alternative.
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In some cases pronghorn antelope and sage grouse habitat could be
adversely impacted by the conversion of sagebrush habitat to grassiand.
Sagebrush is a critical forage species for both antelope and sage
grouse. In addition, the structural cover that sagebrush provides is
used for fawning and nesting habitat.

Non-game species associated with the shrub community in the rangeland
portion of the Ashley Forest could also be adversely impacted by those
alternatives which convert large acreages of sagebrush to grass.

Fences have a long-term effect on wildlife. Increased fence
construction associated with Alternative G, H, and the maximum range
benchmark would make big game movement on the Forest more difficult.
Even though the fences would be constructed to minimize adverse impacts;
deer, elk, and especially antelope, would be impacted by having to
negotiate additional fences.

Riparian habitats would be subject to increased grazing pressure under
the higher livestock allocations of Alternatives C and H. Riparian
lands are very important to many wildlife species, including birds.

Dense riparian vegetation makes excellent hiding and nesting cover. The
lush riparian vegetation provides excellent forage for big game animals
and to many of the prey species of predatory animals and birds.
Increased grazing would have a long-term adverse effect on wildlife
under alternatives C and H. Under the remaining alternatives, including
the Proposed Action, riparian areas would be protected by moderate
grazing intensities, rest rotation grazing systems, or fencing.

Livestock tend to make maximum use of riparian areas for both grazing
and resting because of lush vegetation and nearby water. The use of
riparian areas often occurs early in the year. Riparian understory
vegetation is opened up by livestock use and habitat for many small
animals and birds {prey species) is disturbed or destroyed. The adverse
effects of this disturbance lasts as long as livestock continue to graze
riparian areas. Some mitigation occurs when livestock ranges are placed
under a rest-rotation system of grazing. Riparian areas in rested
pastures are not grazed by livestock during all or certain periods of
the year and have opportunity to recover.

Social competition between livestock and elk is a problem on some summer
ranges. Elk avoid areas of intensive livestock concentration.
Alternatives that have high AUM targets (alternatives C and H) would
increase Tivestock concentrations to levels that may cause significant
social tolerance conflicts with elk. The remaining alternatives,
including the Proposed Action, limit this social conflict through
moderate grazing intensities, rotation grazing systems, or fencing.

Areas burned to increase livestock forage can expose bare soil for a
short period of time. Should an extreme rainfall pattern occur at this
time, soil erosion could occur. However, with competing vegetation
removed, grasses rapidly occupy these bare areas and protect the soils.
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Soils in riparian areas are susceptible to erosion and compaction in ali
alternatives. Wet soils can easily be compacted by concentrated use.
Streambeds would be subject to erosion because of livestock trampling.
These effects are lessened by application of rest or rotation grazing,
and construction of fences and new water developments. The effects
intensify with the increase in numbers of AUM's grazed under the
different alternatives. Site-specific impacts on riparian areas will
occur under all alternatives. Allotment Management Plans will identify
these impacts and implement mitigating measures. Grazing transitory
range and big game winter range should have no adverse effect on soils,
as long as enough forage is left on the sites to protect both the plant
vigor and the soils.

All alternatives include livestock use of some transitory range.
Assuming Torage utilization is not excessive and monitoring assures
young trees are not damaged, there appears to be no adverse effect of
1ivestock grazing on timber production in all alternatives except C and
H. Alternative C and H intensively use transitory range and will
adversely effect reforestation success. Livestock use of these areas
will result in delayed regeneration and poor stocking levels of trees.

Developed recreation sites located in grazing allotments would be
adversely impacted by livestock. Fences, gates, and cattle guards would
be necessary to minimize conflicts with recreational use.

Conflicts between dispersed recreation use and Tivestock are more
difficult to mitigate. Vhere serious problems occur because of
overlapping use, mitigation would be done using fences and herders or
Timiting recreation use,

Other Effects

Air quality is temporarily effected by burning rangeland. Visual
quality may be adversely effected through burning programs and range
structural improvements. These impacts are generally short-term and
Tocalized with the exception of some structural improvements. Range
burning programs facilitate protection as natural fuels are periodicaliy
treated, reducing fire hazard.

The need for mitigation of long-term effects such as the effect of
structural improvements on visual quality will be analyzed through
project assessments. Design standards and guidelines can be used to
mitigate adverse effects. Range management has no identified effect on
minerals and oil and gas exploration or development, however range use
can be adversely impacted by these activities.

5.  TIMBER

Tables II-4 and II-5 in Chapter Il display outputs and changes in
outputs from the current direction by alternatives.

Under alternative A there would be no change in the first two decades.
Atter the second decade there would be a slight decline 1n softwood
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timber sales offered with a compensating increase in hardwood sales.
Timber stands would change from predominately mature/old growth to
younger age classes. There would be an increased amount of dead/down
timber and over time, timber productivity would decrease due to low
stocking after beetle activity. Under alternative B timber sales
offered would increase from current and mature old growth and dead
stands would change to younger age classes. Timber cultural practices
would increase productivity of wood fiber in harvested areas. Under
alternative D there would be & sTightly reduced harvest with an increase
in the number of unproductive areas because of poor stocking. Timber
harvest would show some increase over current in alternative E and C.
Alternatives F and G show a sharp decrease from current with 1imited
investment in TSI in alternative F; this would result in more low
productivity acres than other alternatives. Alternative H is similar to
alternative B with sales offered just slightly above B. Alternative I
is similar to alternative B after decade 1.

The volume production for the various alternatives varies as the
combination of prescriptions and/or assigned constraints change from one
alternative to another. To determine which prescriptions and
constraints were used in specific detail will require study of Appendix
B and Chapter II of this document.

Aspen stands on the Ashley are mostly composed of mature and older
trees. These aspen stands have had very little harvesting except for
occasional fuelwood use or as a result of wildlife habitat improvement
activities. In general, these stands are in, or approaching, a
deteriorating condition due to age.

In Alternative J harvesting of aspen as a commercial species during the
first 2 decades is not allowed and harvesting on greater than 40% slopes
is not required as part of ASQ. Timber harvest is reduced from
Alternative B. Salvage of beetle killed lodgepole pine where practical
is a primary objective. Site preparation to obtain natural regeneration
is planned for areas of stagnated stands usually under 3" in diameter,
in areas of partial cut stands that do not have enough remaining basal
area alive to recover, and in pole siyze stands 6" - 7" that have beetle
killed trees in excess of 80%. In total there is an estimated 22,000
acres that need treatment and about 11,000 acres would be considered for
treatment during the first decade or planning period.

Treatment methods could involve burning, cutting, crushing or other
suitable means. This treatment would be directly linked to wildlife
habitat improvement, VQO rehabilitation or enhancement, fuel loading
reduction and break-up, and timber stand regeneration. The NEPA process
will be used to fully display the site specific and cumulative effects.
This alternative sets aside a large area that is not available for
timber harvest activities during the first decade which makes it
considerably different from other alternatives.

Under alternative A, aspen management would not change from current in

the first two decades and there would be no timber sales offered until
the third decade. Aspen would continue to decline until that time.
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Under alternative B aspen management would approach the optimum in terms
of mixed age class distribution with harvesting in the first decade.
Under all other alternatives aspen would continue to deteriorate until
the third decade when the first entries would be made except for
alternative F which would not have entry until the f1fth decade.

The acres suitable for timber production reflect the extent of timber
activities applied across the Forest by alternatives. Within these
areas, timber management cultural practices may be applied where they
are compatible with other resource objectives. These cultural practices
are designed to manage for an appropriate age class distribution,
maintenance of young, healthy, vigorcus stands, reduce mortality,
increase utilization and higher production levels of this renewable
resource. Such cultural practices are applicabie to the extent that
they remain within acceptable economic bounds, Acres of timber stand
improvement by alternative are displayed in Table II-4 in Chapter II.

The Forest plans to harvest timber using primarily clear cutting
methods. This does not rule out the option to use shelterwcod and
single tree or group selection cutting methods where practical and in
special areas, but this would be the exception rather than the rule,
These practices are consistent throughout all alternatives.

Even age management would be practiced in all species except in special

areas where the objectives for management necessitates other management

practices. Uneven age management could be applied to portions of stands
where practical to improve or maintain diversity.

Tractor yarding 1s planned in all alternatives but the use of cable
systems would come 1nto use as the timber harvest of 40% and steeper
stopes becomes more common. The conversion from methods of timber
harvesting used by present logging operators would require considerable
investment in different types of logging equipment. The ratio of acres
in tractor Togging compared to cable Togging would vary within
alternatives as would the scheduling of these practices.

The Ashley has had good success with natural reforestation. At times 1t
has taken slightly more than five years to reach acceptable stocking
levels but this natural reforestation is preferable to artificial
regeneration because the additional costs normally, are not economical.

As the Forest begins to harvest more in steeper areas, dozer piling
would be replaced by broadcast burning or other suitable methods for
slash disposal. This could cause increased regeneration difficulty in
some areas due to the loss of serotinous cones and create & need to do
some artificial regeneration. This situation pertaining to regeneraticn
would be relatively consistent with all alternatives.

At present there are few areas of conflict between reforestation and

transitory range use because of the ease of obtaining abundant natural
regeneration.
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The cumulative effects of harvesting, reforestation, and timber stand
mmprovement are reflected 1n the volume production for acres assigned to
timber harvesting. This measure of management intensity based on a
fifty year period as well as outputs by decades is displayed in Table
II-4 iin Chapter Il and compares the alternatives specifically as they
relate to timber production.

As described in the Insect and Disease section of Chapter IV, mountain
pine beetle and dwarf mistletoe are serious problems on the Ashley. The
most i1mmediate problem is mountain pine beetle. How effectively each
alternative deals with the problem Forest-wide is reflected in the
amount of capable and available lodgepole pine and the percent of this
capable and available acreage that would be harvested within 30 years.
Alternative 1 provides the largest lodgepole pine harvest with
alternative B, having a moderate increase from the current program.
Alternative B was formulated to accelerate lodgepole pine harvest in the
first few decades. Alternative B and alternative I provide the highest
amount of suitable lodgepole pine harvested within 30 years. See the
section on Insect and Disease for a more detaiied discussion of the
mountain pine beetle.

Effects on Other Resources:

Tinmber management activities are responsible for the majority of local
road construction. The miles of local road construction necessary by
alternative are shown in Table II-4, Chapter II. The effects of road
construction on the resources are discussed in the "facilities" section
of this chapter,

Fire 1s used as a management tool to reduce "activity-created" fuel such
as right-of-way and timber harvest slash. Burning not only reduces fire
hazard, but also helps prepare the seedbed for a new crop of trees. The
alternatives with the largest timber harvest required the most activity
fuel treatment, as displayed in Table II-4, Chapter 1l. The treatment
of slash created by timber harvest is necessary to reduce insect and
disease problems and to reduce the possibility of uncontrolled wildfire.
As more roads are developed and areas accessed the potential for
man-made fires increases; especially with concentrated use such as
firewood gathering in areas where activity fuels have not been burned.
Treatment of activity fuels over time and increased access will reduce
the potential for uncontrolled wildfires.

The creation of activity fuels and their treatment by fire would
1ncrease smoke and particulate matter released into the atmosphere.
Alternatives which harvest the most acres would generate the most smoke
and particulate matter.

Table IV-4 displays the distribution of Forest condition classes by
aiternative for decades 1, 5, 10, and 15, These figures show the Forest
maintaining significant amounts of old growth {at least 30%) under alil
alternatives, except for alternatives C, B and I in the tenth decade.
Alternatives B, C, E, I, and J provide the best distribution of acreage
within the seedling-sapling to young growth sawtimber classes, which 1s
needed for diversity.
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The condition classes shown in Tables 1V-4 and IV-4a, as projected by

the FORPLAN model, are fairly simpiistic.

While the model accurately

accounts for vegetation manipulation through human activities, it does
not attempt to project catastrophic events such as major wildfire, or
insect and disease epidemics.

TABLE 1v-4

Forest Condition Class Acreage by Benchmark (M Acres)*

Seedling Poles Sawtimber 01d Growth Total
Sapling
Decades 0-29 30~79 80-120 120 +

Min. Level 1 28.9 g3.8 66.3 465.8 655.0
5 11.2 17.8 93.8 532.1 655.0
10 11.1 ———— 17.8 626.9 655.0
15 11.1 -——— -— 643.7 655.0
Max PNY 1 12.2 110.3 66.3 465.7 655.0
5 126.0 174.9 45.4 306.1 654.0
10 23.5 214.5 163.9 252.4 655.0
15 9.9 30.8 202.0 411.3 655.0
Max Tim 1 27.3 95.2 66.2 465.7 655.1
5 124.9 178.5 73.4 277.6 655.0
10 66.8 220.6 166.5 200.3 655.0
15 95.3 168.7 132.9 258.2 655.0
Max Range 1 27.3 80.2 66.2 465.7 655.1
5 158.1 173.4 52.0 259.9 655.1
10 29.8 253.5 172.4 198.2 655.1
15 205.2 126.3 217.4 125.1 655.0
Max Water 1 27.3 95.2 66.2 465.7 655.0
5 153.9 182.3 b2.7 265,5 655.1
10 28.2 243.5 167.6 195.7 655.1
15 182.5 177.1 139.2 215.2 655.1

* Acreage variations due to data errors in these Benchmarks and

rounding.
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TABLE IV-4a
Forest Condition Class Acreage by Alternative (M Acres)*

Seedling Poles Sawtimber 01d Growth Total
SapTing
Decades 0-29 30-79 80-120 120 +

Alt. A 1 28.9 93.7 66,3 465,7 655.1
5 81.0 84.2 92.3 397.2 654.6

10 67.7 192.8 79.3 314.4 655.1

15 55.5 135.0 130.1 333.2 655.1

Alt. B 1 27.5 95.4 66.3 465.8 655.0
5 105.2 126.3 85.3 338.1 654.9

10 86.3 258.4 114,3 196.1 655.1

15 71.2 153.4 221.9 208.4 654.9

Alt, C 1 28.8 93.7 66.2 465,7 655.0
5 124.4 110.9 90.2 328.8 655.1

10 101.5 297.6 98.9 156.1 655.2

15 24.5 157.1 226.3 246.2 655.1

Alt. D 1 28.8 93.7 66.2 475.8 665.1
5 89.7 82.7 78.3 413.6 665.1

10 63.4 212.9 71.4 326.4 665.1

15 57.0 137.0 139.5 330.6 665.1

Alt. E 1 27.3 90.2 71.2 455.7 655.1
5 120.3 109.3 91.0 333.7 655,1

10 98.1 286.7 97.3 171.8 655.4

15 40,7 162.9 215.8 226.7 655.1

Alt. F 1 28.8 93.7 66.3 475.8 655.1
5 29.5 33.8 90.5 510.3 665.1

10 83.9 140.5 22,7 417.2 665.1

15 63.5 197.1 84.4 319.0 665.1

Alt. G 1 21.3 59.1 107.3 465.7 655.0
5 98.4 68.6 87.4 430.0 655.0

10 56.5 167.0 61.3 369.5 655.0

15 46.6 117.9 109.2 380.3 655.0

Alt. H 1 28.8 93.7 66.2 465.7 655,0
5 100.4 117.4 83.2 353.3 665.0

10 78.1 233.3 105.6 235.1 655,0

15 62.9 163.5 156.0 271.6 655.0

Alt. 1 1 28.8 93.7 66.2 465.7 654.4
5 105,1 142.4 82.5 324.2 654.9

10 84.5 262.6 130.4 176.5 655.0

15 71.3 158.9 188.1 235.7 655.0

Alt. d 1 27.4 88.6 73.0 465.8 655.0
5 97.2 89.9 73.3 384.,6 655.0

10 92.6 230.1 87.9 245.9 656.6

15 57.2 195.1 160.2 242 .4 654.8

* Acreage variations due to data errors in these alternatives and rounding
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The major effect of timber harvesting on range is the creation of
transitory range. This is described under the Range discussion in this
chapter. One adverse effect on range is the removal of natural barriers
as a result of timber harvesting. This is mitigated through fence and
cattlequard construction as necessary.

Alternative I harvests significantly high levels of forested acres
causing adverse impacts (primarily size and spatial relationship and
changes in forage cover ratio) to wildlife that could not be mitigated.
Application of wildlife standards and guidelines would be difficult to
incorporate in this situation.

Alternatives F and G are not expected to create any adverse impacts to
wildlife since the overall acreage of timber harvest is low. However

the Tow levels of timber management could reduce vegetative diversity

over time. The chance for a catastrophic event such as fire or insect
and disease damage, would be increased.

Available elk security cover is an important factor in determining the
impact of timber management on wildlife. Alternatives with the highest
number of acres harvested would have the largest impact on effective elk
security cover. Mitigation measures include road closures and
modification of the location and size of timber sales. In addition, the
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources could consider adjusting seasons and
tightening controls in some localities if elk are found to have
insufficient security cover during hunting seasons. Alternatives which
have fewer harvested acres should also retain much of the needed
security cover.

As shown previously in Table IV-3 wildlife species will have sufficient
old growth under all alternatives.

Fish populations are affected by timber harvest primarily in riparian
areas. Riparian areas suitable for timber management have the potential
for adverse impacts on fisheries. These effects include increased
sedimentation as a result of harvesting activities and roading, and
increased water temperature as a result of removing riparian cover,
Adverse effects would be mitigated in ali alternatives by selection
harvesting in riparian areas using logging systems as required to
minimize soil disturbance. Standards and guidelines for management
activities in riparian areas would be applied in all alternatives.

As shown 1n Tables II-4 and II-5 in Chapter II, water yield increases
significantly. The increase in water yield would not affect stream
channel morphology as long as increased yields are not concentrated in
any drainage. Where limited clearcut s1zes are not stipulated, an
increase in water yield could alter streamflow regimes and change
channel morphology.

Timber activities impact so1ls from twe standpoints: harvesting and

road construction. Harvesting and site specific management practices
including yarding, dozer piling, burning, and scarification all affect
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the soil. In addition, road construction associated with timber
harvesting can be the most significant source of soil Toss and
sedimentation. Soil loss resulting from road construction is discussed
in the "Facilities" section of this chapter.

Other impacts associated with timber harvest can create subsoil
exposure, organic matter loss, leaching, microsite effects and
compaction. Those acres that have dry, shallow, and infertile soils,
along with those soils that have become compacted may prove difficult to
regenerate. Intensive site preparation, which displaces litter and
surface soil, or includes hot burns, may result in decreased soil
productivity for a number of years and may increase rotation length.

Alternative I would have the greatest potential for impacting soil
productivity and alternatives F and G would have the least potential.
Forest-wide standards and guidelines provide for maintaining or
improving long-term soil productivity in all alternatives.

Existing recreation settings are changed by developments associated with
timber management such as timber harvest and road construction.
Recreational opportunities are not eliminated, but rather are changed.
For example, big game hunting can take place in all recreation settings,
but the experience level is dependent on the setting. Some recreation
opportunities, such as seeking solitude, are limited to a certain
recreation setting. Changes in recreaticn setting are usually gradual
over time. This change in recreational settings would result in the
displacement of some Forest visiiors. As the recreational settings
shift towards development, there would be changes in the types of
dispersed recreational experience. While these changes in recreational
experience are linked to increasing commodity production, they are
largely unquantifiable. Alternative J offers more opportunity since it
has the Teast amount of change since a considerable area is set aside
during the first decade where timber harvest activities are not
permitted. However, this will result in increased activities on the
lands outside of this area.

In alternatives B, C, E, H and I, where intensive timber management
prescriptions are applied, recreation activities may be limited for
short periods of time to allow for establishment of seedlings, thinning,
and other timber activities. In ail alternatives National Recreation
Trails will be protected from incompatible timber management activities.

Alternatives D, F, and & would retain large acreages in a natural
recreation setting. On acres assigned to timber harvest, however,
Alternatives C, H and 1 woula be intensively managed for timber
production.

Visual resources can be enhanced, rehabilitated, and maintained through
vegetative treatment. The amount of vegetative treatment varies by
alternatives, depending on which prescriptions are brought into
solution. Visual quality objectives establish the maximum amount of
change to the visual resource acceptable by alternative. Alternatives
with the larger number of acres in the modification and maximum
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modification classes (B, C, E, H and 1) would have the potential for the
most disruption of the visual resource. Alternative J 1s the lowest of
all alternatives except F and G which have basically no acres assigned
to modification or maximum modification.

Timber management activities and road construction have the most
significant effect on visual quality. Although the impacts of timber
management are generally short-termed, the immediate change to the
existing landscape may be undesirable to Forest visitors. The
establishment of visual quality objectives provides the method for
carrying out timber management while protecting the visual resource.
Treatments would be spaced and timed so that adverse visual impacts
would be minimized. The mountain pine beetle epidemic and associated
timber activities require special treatment to maintain acceptable
management of both the visual and the timber resources.

6.  WATERSHED

Water

Water yield: Water yields from management activities would increase in
all alternatives. The following table displays increased water yields by
alternatives.

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES BY WATER YIELD (M. AC. FT.) INCREASES OVER

NATURAL*
Time Periods
Demand There is a demand for all the water that can be produced.
Alternative 86-90 91-00 01-10 11-20 21-30
A 5 13 24 33 39
B 8 22 38 49 56
C 6 17 34 50 61
D 16 24 37 48 55
E 8 20 37 51 62
F 11 10 14 1% 21
G 4 11 21 29 34
H 8 22 38 50 55
I 12 30 46 55 60
J 5 14 28 40 48
Max Water 15 40 66 82 81
Benchmark

* Increases include all water increases, potentials
and not just water meeting quality goals.

Overall water yield increases will be minor relative to the total water
yield.
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Increases in water yield area result of the Mountain Pine Beetle
epidemic and management activities (primarily timber harvest). Along
with the increases 1in water yield resulting from pine mortality, the
alternatives that increase the number of acres harvested would result in
increased water yield uniil vegetation is reestablished. Increases in
water yield will be evaluated on each area proposed for timber
harvesting in the Environmental Assessment process to insure that stream
channel stability is maintained.

In all alternatives, through all decades, there would be an increase in
water yield. Alternative D shows the greatest increase for the first
decade of all alternatives. By the 5th decade alternative C produces
the most water with other commodity alternatives also producing a high
level of increase.

Water Quality

The necessary level of water quality can be met by compliance with
Federal and State water quality standards. Numerous water quaiity
investigations on the Ashley National Forest during the past decade have
shown the water on and leaving the Forest to be of high quality and
generally adequate to meet or exceed the needs of identified beneficial
use requirements, and to be within the State water guality standards.
(See Table II-4 and 1I-5 Chapter II).

The primary sources of water pollution on the Forest includes grazing,
construction associated with the Central Utah Project, togging, and road
construction and maintenance. These activities can influence the
bacterial, chemical, and physical (sediment) components of water
quality. Effects from Tivestock grazing should be abated by continuing
present mitigation measures. Effects from oil and gas exploration,
mineral, and development can continue to be mitigated on a case-by-case
basis.

Kater quality is affected primarily by road construction. These impacts
are usually localized and are anticipated to be restricted to the first
3 years following road construction. Forest-side standards and
guidelines would be applied to minimize adverse impacts to water
quality.

Alternatives F and G would result in less water meeting quality
standards than the other alternatives due to a lack of investment in
soil and water resource improvements. ATl other alternatives would have
an increase in water meeting quality standards. Timber harvesting
increases water yield and investment 1n soil and water improvement
increases the amount of water meeting quality standards. Alternative D
would produce the largest increase meeting guality standards in the
first decade, By the fifth decade alternatives €, £, and I would be
producing the largest amount of water meeting quality standards.
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No violations of State water quality standards are foreseen for any of
the alternatives. However, ihere would be variations in general water
quality over time and between alternatives. All of the alternatives
would present some degradation of water quality as a result of increased
sedimentation by the 2nd decade. This would be due to the need to
harvest timber stands on steeper slopes, on more erosive soils, and on
more difficult to access areas. Although measures would be taken to
minimize erosion, an overall increase in sedimentation would occur, even
in those alternatives with high budget levels. In the Non-Market
Alternative the increase should be more than offset by reductions in
erosion on rangelands, improvement in riparian area condition, and
improved streambank stability. This would be accomplished by reductions
in l1ivestock numbers and more intensive management of livestock in
riparian areas. The Constrained Budget and Current Budget Alternatives
would result in increased sediment production from rangelands and
riparian areas despite declines in livestock numbers, due to reduced
service levels.

It 15 assumed that the eutophication problems in Flaming Gorge would be
addressed by a coordinated multi-agency rehabilitation program. We
assume that this program would be successful in improving or at least
arresting the decline in water quaiity conditions. However, the
Constrained Budget Alternative would not allow the Forest Service to
sustain a pivotal role in the rehabilitation effort. Consequently.,
water quality parameters in the lake would improve at a slower pace than
in other alternatives.

Sediment

Sediment from management activities has the greatest potential to impact
Forest water quality. Accelerated sediment affects spawning and reading
habitats of fish. Sediment begins to have adverse impacts when produced
in quantities which exceed a stream's transport capability. Aill
alternatives contain sediment restrictions which would, at a minimum, be
compatible with fish habitat quality goals.

There is an increase in sediment delivery in the first decade in
alternatives C and E. Alternative F would have reduction in sediment
from the first decade current. All other alternatives would be similar
to the current situation in the first decade. By the fifth decade
alternatives C and E are the highest producers of sediment, alternatives
B, I and J are relatively high and alternatives A, D, F, G, and H are
relatively lTow to moderate producers.

The following table displays a comparison of sediment yields by
alternatives.
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COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES BY SEDIMENT YIELD (TONS)

Time Periods

Alternative 86-90 91-00 01-10 11-20 21-30
A 32 33 35 38 36
B 32 38 43 48 49
C 34 41 46 51 50
D 32 33 34 38 35
E 36 44 46 51 50
F 31 31 31 32 34
G 32 32 33 34 36
H 32 33 35 38 37
I 32 36 43 50 48
J 32 36 41 48 48

Max Water 38 46 51 54 h3

Benchmark

Wilderness areas should remain near current levels due to restrictions
on sediment producing management activities. (Does not 1include the
unforeseen occurrence cf wild fires.)

Sediment delivery to a stream is related to both onsite soil loss and
streambank erosion. Streambank erosion may be affected by road
construction, 1ivestock trampling, ORV use and high density recreation
use. While onsite soil loss can be reduced through non-structural or
structural watershed, range, and wildlife improvement projects; bank
erosion can be reduced most effectively through streambank
stabilization, riparian fencing, and reduction 1n grazing and recreation
pressures.

Water Uses and Facilities

Most of the dams and water transmission facilities that would be on the
Forest by the end of the planning period are probably already in place.
This would not change by alternative. There would be some additional
diversions on the Forest under all alternatives. These would generally
be small in scale and would allow for instream flow needs to maintain
fisheries and riparian ecosystems. Thi1s would be due to new water
diversions where values associated with off-Forest water development
would be favored over riparian and fisheries value. A1l alternatives
would allow for correction of the existing erosion problems associated
with water transmission facilities.

Consumptive water uses for management purposes would increase slightly
in all alternatives. This increase would be greatest in the Market
Emphasis Alternative, due to increases in the number of developed
recreation sites and in the number of permitted 1ivestock.
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Soil

The three watershed related envircnmental indicators are soil
productivity (essentially estimated by on-site soil erosion), sediment
yield (a measure of how much of the eroded soil actually gets to the
streams), and water quality (a measure of the effect unacceptable
pollutants have on the receiving bodies of water and their beneficial
uses). Complex processes are invclved in all of these indicators.
Estimates are subjective to a large degree, and are based on
considerable professional judgement.

A basic assumption of planning under NFMA is that resource activities
which significantly or permanently impair long-term soil productivity
will not be implemented. Consequently, all management activities
implemented under a Forest Plan can be assumed to adequately maintain
long-term soil productivity. Monitoring during Plan impiementation must
be initiated to verify that this 1s indeed the case, since in most
instances, data to support the above assumption is lacking.

Disturbance associated with road construction, timber harvest, and site
preparation causes widespread soil impacts on the Forest. The degree of
duration of these impacts depend on the kind and condition of soils and
landscapes, the intensity of the management activity, the mitigation
measures applied, and the unpredicted events of high intensity storms or
wildfires.

Mining and energy exploration can have major impacts on seil.
Short-term effects are usually unavoidable but mechanisms exist to
control long-term effects. Livestock grazing is responsibie for only
Tocalized so1l Toss and disturbance. Vegetation manipulation is
planned so that potential damaging impacts can be avoided. Soils bared
by burning, sprayinrg, or chaining are rapidly revegetated and the net
effect would be positive for both forage and soil.

The Forest has the potential for wildfires because of natural fuel
loading and climatic conditions (drought). Hot wildfires consume both
standing vegetation and detritus. A hot fire can expose the soil,
destroy natural soil structure, kill micro-organisms, and cause
hydrophobic surface soil. These factors increase the potential for
surface runoff, erosion, and decrease soil productivity.

The amount of soil loss and stream sediment produced by ORV use is
probably small. However, puddling and compaction of wet areas is
increasing with increased use. Emphasis on riparian area protection may
bring about tighter restrictions on ORV's through the travel plan.
Damage from cross-country use of vehicles is generally localized., Area
closures for watershed in the future will depend on the amount and type
of resource damage occurring.

Watershed condition: Watershed condition is a measure of soil

productivity, hydrologic condition and water quality. The condition
of the watershed may be rated as maintained, improved, or declining.
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Improved watershed condition is the result of watershed improvement
projects. Both declining and maintained watershed condition acres may
be improved. Watershed improvement projects decrease soil erosion,
improve water quality and maintain or improve site productivity.

Deciining watershed condition are acres of land that are continuing to
decline in watershed condition or soil productivity due to past
managemert activities or natuvral disaster.

At the start of the planning period for all alternatives there were
approximately 1,000 acres that require watershed restriction,

Completion of watershed improvement projects to eliminate the watershed
backlog will decrease soil erosion, improve water quality and improve
watershed condition, Under all alternatives except F and G the backlog
is ccmpleted by the year 2000. Completion of the backlog, although
programmed, will depend on budgeting.

Municipal watersheds wi1ll be protected in coordination with City,
County, and State agencies under all alternatives.

Soil productivity

A1l alternatives could result in changes to the environment which could
reduce short or long-term soil productivity or that affect other uses or
resources.

Cata to accurately evaluate soil productivity relationships are
generally not available in Region 4. If current direction is
implemented, better data should be available in the future.

Table IV-5 displays the percentage of Nationai Forest System land which
provides for the long-term maintenance of soils productivity, (figures

given are for the end of the decade). Acres not maintaining long term

so1l productivity is considered to the the sum of:

(1) Acres identified as part of the scil and water resource
improvement backlog.

(2) Acres permanently taken out of productivity.

(3) Acres where established so0il loss tolerance levels are
exceeded.

There are currently 1817 miles on the 1nventoried road system, 1400

acres of administrative sites and approximately 1000 acres identified as
part of the scil and water resource improvement backlog.
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LAND PROVIDING FOR THE LONG~TERM MAINTENANCE OF SOIL
PRODUCTIVITY (% MAINTAINED AT THE END OF THE FIRST DECADE)

Decade 1 A B C D E
Current
Acres maintained | 1,358,372 1,357,064 1,357,640 1,358,653 1,357,430
% maintained 98.9 98.8 98.9 98.9 98.9
Acre loss 14,847 16,155 15,579 14,565 15,789
F G H I J
Acres maintained | 1,359,560 1,359,940 1,357,346 1,356,872 1,357,430
% maintained 99.0 99.0 98.8 88.8 98.9
Acre loss 13,659 16,273 15,873 16,347 14,060

Effects on other Resources

Soil and water restoration is the major project in the soil and water
program that would have an effect on other resources., Soil and water
restoration projects would have a beneficial effect on other rescurces
such as timber and range from the standpoint of increasing productivity,
maintaining soil stability, and decreasing erosion and sedimentation.
There would be a beneficial effect on the wildlife and fish resource
from the standpoint of improving streambed stability and riparian
ecosystem condition. Silt reduction and improved water quality and flow
conditions would improve fish spawning habitat.

The amount of beneficial effect would vary by alternative dependant on
the programmed so1l and water resource improvements.

Watershed support to other resource elements in the environmental
analysis and assessment process would have a beneficial effect from the
standpoint of resource protection. Except for the Constrained Budget
Alternative, the alternatives provide a sufficient amount of watershed
management support to the cther resources. This could be used to
identify mitigating requirements for resource protection.

There are adverse environmental effects of the watershed on other
resources., Alternatives F and G do not have programmed restoration
work. Under these alternatives the untreated areas would continue to
erode until treated. The resulting erosion, sediment, and loss of soil
productivity are adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided.

Under all alternatives some watershed areas will remain in a
deteriorated condition or will deteriorate further before rehabilitation
practices can be applied. Alternatives with low budgets for soil and
watershed will be the worst in this regard. This deterioration will
produce additional erosion and sediment. Furthermore, some riparian
areas will deteriorate further if not protected. Increased use of ORV's
plus deterioration of roads and trails will increase erosion and the
production of sediment in streams.
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Watershed treatment practices generally involve the removal of existing
vegetative cover. The short-term effect on the soils s negative, but
the anticipated Tong-term effect is positive, as improved ground cover
should lead to decreased onsite erosion,

Soil and water resocurce improvement projects would improve long-term
productivity by reducing on-site soil erosion and sedimentation,
improving streambank stability and improving water quality. Treated
areas would be returned to producing resource outputs such as livestock,
and wildlife forage of wood fiber.

None of the alternatives totally eliminate soil erosion, nor is this
necessarily a desirable goal. Those percentages of the Forest where
long term soil productivity is not maintained or onsite erosion is not
reduced could be considered an irretrievable loss.

Except for large scale watershed rehabilitation structures, there would
be no significant irretrievable and irreversible commitment of
resources. Only the structure itself such as rock gabions, etc., would
take any lands out of production. Most watershed restoration projects
would result in the entire treated area returned to production.

Riparian

Scattered areas of relatively small wetlands, flcodplains, and other
riparian areas occcur throughout the forest. Many of these acres of
forest riparian areas are suitable for timber management. Forest-wide
Standards and Guidelines, (see Chapter IV of the Forest Plan} give
specific management direction for these areas. Forest management
activities in any wetland, floodplain, or riparian area will be designed
to prevent long- and short-term adverse impacts, in accordance with
Executive Orders 11988 and 11990, and the direction outlined in the
Forest Service Manual.

The amount of riparian ecosystem would remain essentially the same in
all alternatives except C and I where some loss of riparian ecosystem is
anticipated. Riparian ecosystem condition would be maintained or
improved in alternatives D and J. In alternative H, a deciine is
anticipated primarily as a result of increased or Tess rigorously
managed Tivestock grazing in riparian areas. Alternatives C and I would
be managed with a timber emphasis on approximately 50% of timbered
riparian areas. Alternatives A, B, E, and H would emphasize timber on
approximately 20% of timbered riparian areas. Alternatives D and J
would emphasize wildiife in riparian areas and timber harvesting would
be done to benefit wildlife. With improved riparian condition in
alternatives D and J, recreation use will increase, especially in the J
alternative. This may result in needed restrictions to maintain the
riparian ecosystem. Use of riparian areas in alternatives F and G would
increase due to a lack of management, causing an overall detericration
of the resource.
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Additional Management Effects of Timber Harvest on Watershed Condition

Most timber management activities involving land disturbance and
vegetative manipulation contain some risk of producing adverse watershed
impacts. Sediment impacts have been analyzed and discussed previously.
Primary additional areas of concern include possibilities of: (1) chan-
nel encroachment from roads located in narrow drainageways; (2) channel
blockages resulting from windthrow, logging debris, or improperly
installed culverts; ({3) streambank and channel destabilization
resulting from increased water yields; (4) accelerated mass failure
from clearcutting on slopes exceeding 60 percent steepness; and, (5)
detrimental water temperature change resulting from vegetation loss
along streams.

There are no technical methods to remove all risks from alternatives
which involve extensive land disturbance or vegetative manipulation.
The amount of risk, however, may vary between alternatives based upon
where, when, and how activities are conducted, and the level of outputs
in relation to the disturbance being produced.

Factors that would tend to compensate for these risks include the
Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines which provide direction to prevent,
minimize, and mitigate these impacts. Also, the fact that all timber
management activities occur on slopes less than 45 percent steepness
provide a great amount of flexibility with regards to locating roads
away from stream channels or selecting favorable road locations when
crossing a stream,

Detrimental Change in Water Temperature

Removal of vegetative cover along waterways can result directly or
indirectly from forest management activities. Loss of protective
thermal cover can have temperary and spatially limited direct adverse
impact on aquatic ecosystems., Affected stream sections can experience
measurable extremes. Under most timber harvest related circumstances,
recovery normally occurs wiihin 5 to 7 years following vegetation
removal. All scheduled harvest in riparian areas are by uneven-age or
selection means; therefore the shading or cover effect will remain 1in
the areas scheduled for timber management unless blowdown causes larger
openings.

7.  MINERALS AND ENERGY

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is responsible for mineral leasing
on Federal Tands. By interagency agreement, the BLM refers all lease
applications on National Forest to the Forest Service for review and
recommendation. The Forest Service then recommends to the BLM whether
or not those lands should be leased and, if so, what stipulations are
needed to protect surface values and uses.

Activities for common variety minerals are regulated by the Forest
Service, Activities on minearal leases which involve exploration
drilling or field development are regulated by the BLM. Through a
cooperative agreement, the BLM is responsibie for enforcement of surface
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protection and reclamation requirements recommended by the Forest
Service. Although the Forest Service does not have the authority to
approve certain activities on leases, it does participate in review of
all permit~to-drill applications, and in on-the-ground administration of
all on-going projects in conjunction with the BLM.

Locatable, common variety, and leasable minerals activities take place
on most of the available acres of the Forest but the oil and gas
commodity with all of its associated activities is somewhat limited.
Leasable minerals production, including oil, gas, and phosphate could be
affected depending on the alternative selected. Where the area is
assigned to management prescription g. (Dispersed Recreation High) o1l
and gas lease renewal will not be recommended. Most of the Forest
available lands are presently Teased and or constrainted with standard
and some special stipulations to protect surface rescurce values.

An analysis has been made of the effect each alternative has on oil and
gas leasing by the geologic potential of the Forest. The results are
displayed in Table IV-6. The matrix in the Table IV-6 utilizes the two
classifications "geologic potential” and “access restrictions". It is
based on the total Forest acres.

TABLE IV-6 Geologic Potential for 0il and Gas
with Operating Constraints

Geologic Potential*

Alt, Access Restrictions** High Medium Low Unknown Total

A Total Restriction 10,937 46,482 120,307 95,699 273,426
High Restriction 28,282 120,200 311,106 247,471 707,060
Moderate Restriction 14,700 62,473 161,695 128,621 367,488

Low Restriction 1,469 6,243 16,159 12,855 36,726

Total 55,388 235,399 609,268 484,645 1,384,700

B Total Restriction 10,937 46,482 170,307 95,699 273,426
High Restriction 26,309 101,812 289,395 230,200 657,715
Moderate Restriction 15,893 67,544 174,821 139,062 397,320

l.ow Restriction 2,250 9,561 24,745 19,684 56,239

Total 55,388 235,399 609,268 484,645 1,384,700

C Total Restriction 10,637 46,482 120,307 95,669 273,426
High Restriction 23,961 101,836 263,575 209,662 599,035
Moderate Restriction 11,791 50,113 129,705 103,174 294,784

Low Restriction 8,698 36,966 95,676 76,106 217,445

Total 556,388 235,399 609,268 484,645 1,384,700

D Total Restriction 10,937 46,482 120,307 95,699 273,426
High Restriction 29,794 126,626 327,738 260,701 744,860
Moderate Restriction 14,359 61,025 157,947 125,640 358,971

Low Restriction 1,898 8,065 20,875 16,605 47,443

Total 556,388 235,399 609,268 484,645 1,384,700

E Total Restriction 10,937 46,482 120,307 95,699 273,426
High Restriction 23,961 101,836 263,575 209,662 599,035
Moderate Restriction 15,813 67,206 173,946 138,366 396,332

Low Restriction 4,676 19,874 51,439 40,917 116,907

Total 55,388 235,399 609,268 484,645 1,384,700

F Total Restriction 10,937 46,482 120,307 95,699 273,426
High Restriction 26,285 120,211 311,135 250,994 707,125
Moderate Restriction 16,066 68,281 176,726 140,578 401,651

+ Low Restriction 94 399 1,032 821 2,345
Total 55,388 235,369 609,268 484,645 1,384,700
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Table IV-6 - CONTINUED

Geologic Potential*

Alt. Access Restrictions** High Medium Low Unknown Total
G Total Restriction 10,937 46,482 120,30/ 95,699 273,426
High Restriction 29,121 123,763 320,329 254,807 728,020
Moderate Restriction 15,230 64,729 167,533 133,265 380,756
Low Restriction 94 399 1,032 821 2,345
Total 55,388 235,399 609,268 484,645 1,384,700
H Total Restriction 10,937 46,482 120,307 95,699 273,426
High Restriction 25,195 107,077 277,142 220,454 629,869
Moderate Restriction 14,368 61,063 158,047 125,719 359,197
Low Restriction 4,888 207,705 53,772 42,773 122,208
Total 55,388 235,399 609,268 484,645 1,384,700
I Total Restriction 10,937 46,482 120,307 95,699 273,476
High Restriction 23,961 101,836 263,575 209,662 599,035
Moderate Restriction 17,850 75,864 196,354 156,191 446,260
Low Restriction 2,639 11,216 29,031 23,093 65,979
Total 55,388 235,399 609,268 484,645 1,384,700
J Total Restriction 10,937 46,482 120,307 95,699 273,426
High Restriction 26,659 113,303 293,265 23,327 666,489
Moderate Restriction 15,797 67,136 173,763 138,219 394,915
Low Restriction 1,995 8,478 21,943 17,454 49,870
Total 55,388 235,399 609,268 484,645 1,384,700

*

*k

Geologic Potential

Unknown: This applies to areas where few facts are known on which to make
the evaluation, and the true rating may be low, medium or high.

Low: Very few geologic characteristics are present or favorable for the
occurrence of a given resource.

Medium: Some geologic characteristics are present that are faverable for
the occurrence of a given resource.

High: Areas of known scurces or a number of geologic characteristics are
present that indicate the presence of & given resource.

Access Constraints

Totally Restricted: Statutory or discretionary withdrawals with no
leasing permitted, or no lease recommended. Lands include wilderness and
management area g.

Highly Restricted: Recommendations usually contain no surface occupancy
stipulation. These areas include steep slopes, Sheep Creek Geclogical
Area, Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area, Research Natural Areas, and
recreation and admnistrative facility sites. Restrictions are year long.

Moderately Restricted: Leases usually show seasonal stipulations. Short-
term inpacts permitted if rehabilitated.

Low Restriction: Leasable with access unrestricted by any surface
resource. Reasonable surface damage can be toierated.
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Alternative A and G have the largest amount of acres totally restricted
due to the land area assigned to management area g3 alternative C, E,
and I have the least. The low restriction category has the Teast amount
of acres under alternatives F and G and the most under C and H., Low
restrictions were tied to commodity production prescriptions.

Some adverse impacts can be expected from minerais exploration,
regardless of the aiternative implemented but the RPA 80 and High
Productivity Alternatives would generate the most disturbed acreage.
These impacts may include road or trail construction for access to valid
claims, vegetation disturbance during exploration or development,
degraded air quality, reduced water quality, and wildlife disturbance.
Environmental assessments for specific projects would consider the
protection of surface resources and would be tiered to the Plan and EIS,

Use of Standard and Supplemental Stipulations

a. The Standard Stipulation (Appendix I) is attached to all oil and
gas leases and therefore is mandatory.

b. Supplemental or Special Stipulations should be used to supplement
or exgand, where necessary the Standard Stipulation (See following
table).

c. Supplemental Stipulations 1 through 10 are designed to address
specific conditions. Supplemental Stipulations 11 through 13 are
designed to combine several areas of concern in one stipulation.
They can be used as substitutes for one or more of the first
stipulations.

d. Supplemental Stipulation 14 is an alternative to many of the other
supplemental stipulations. It alerts the lessee/operator to
special values or uses within the leasehold which require special
handling and may result in higher operating costs. This
stipulation may be exclusionary; it allows use and occupancy if the
operator can meet the restrictions or standards.

e. Stipulations 18 through 21 may be used if necessary.

f. Review of the Standard Stipuliation and supplemental stipulation 14
will reveal that most of the common concerns are provided for by
these stipulations. The FS/BLM Memorandum of Understanding,
(Appendix I) provides for a site-specific evaluation and an
opportunity for inclusion of additional necessary stipulations to
protect any site-specific values identified at the time the
Application for Permit to Drill (APD) is filed.

g. A1l of the Special Stipulations were designed for oil and gas
leases. However, they can be made applicable to other leasables,
subject to revision to adapt them to a leasable mineral. All
revisions will be subject to approval by the BLM before attachment
to a lease.

h. Leases that expire will be reviewed and stipulations updated in
accordance with current direction prior to being reissued.
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Minimum Special Stipulations as a Condition of Mineral Leases

o
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1. No surface occupancy - entire lease X X
2. Visual - road, structure, etc. A
3. No surface occupancy - legal subdivision X
4, No surface occupancy adjacent to road, river,
trail, etc.
5. No drilling or storage near reservoirs, X X
archeological sites, etc.
6. No surface occupancy - steep slopes X
7. No surface occupnacy - seasonal X
8, Prohibit activity - muddy or wet periods
9. Restricted trail/road
10. Visual ~ painting or camouf
11. No surface occupnacy - (May replace numbers XX X (X X
1, 2, and 6)
1/

= See Appendix for complete text of Stipulations 3
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Special stipulations to be recommended to the
Bureau of Land Management as a condition of
mneral lease (Not all inclusive - subject to
site evalaution)

Area/Environmental Condition [i:}

Management Area G

1/

No. Stipulation Summary =

e

35% South Unit
40% Rest of Forest
Special Areas (Sheep Creek,

Seasonal Wildlife Habitat
etc.) NRA

Signmificant Cultural Area
High Mass Instability

Steep Slopes
Management Area A RNA's

T & E Habitat
unstable, high erosion)

Sensitive Soils (aquic,
Critical Wildlife

ATl Areas

> |Developed Recreation Sites

12. Drilling, storage, surface disturbance next to
(May replace numbers 4 and 5)

13. Mo surface disturbance, exploration, drilling
(May replace number 7)

14, Controlled or Timited surface use
15. Activity coordination

16. Protection of T & E species

17. Not applicable

18, Coordinated Exploration

19, Conditional no surface occupancy

20. Unstable so1ls

21. Special wildlife and fisheries habitat

>Retention and Partial Retention

> |[Administrative Sites
> IRiparian

e,

L See Appendix for complete text of Stipulations
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Effects on Other Rescurces

011 and gas resource exploration and development involve the
construction and use of roads, pipelines, drill pads, and the ancillary
facilities necessary for development, production, and transportation.
The major on-site physical and biological wmmpacts of these activities
are soil erosijon, water pollution, and air poliution.

Other mineral and mineral materials exploration, development, and
production would also have impacts associated with the construction and
use of roads, powerlines, and other necessary ancillary facilities,
overburden wasie removal and placement for surface or underground
mining, and concentrating mills. The major potential on-site physical
and biclogical environmental impacts of these activities would be soil
erosion and air and water pollution. Should operations be approved in
wilderness, there would be impacts upon the wilderness characteristics
of solitude and on the pristine character of the land. The impact of
solitude would be Timited to the duration of the mineral exploration and
development activities. The duration of the impact upon the pristine
character of the lands would last until natural vegetation and
appearance are restored., The effect would be the same under all
alternatives, except a constrained budget would seriously hamper
minerals management.

Most mineral or energy developments require an access road and are
likely to 1nvolve some site excavation. Road construction and the
potential for some unwanted travel may cause impacts that cannot be
avoided. The impacts of road construction and development excavation
cannot be avoided, but most of them can be adequately mitigated. The
types of impacts are much the same for all alternatives, but their
severity is determined by the amount of activity. The noise, visual
impact, and dust of mineral activity cannot be avoided, but in sensitive
soils, they may erode and be Tost from the site. Most mineral activity
requires the clearing of vegetation and removal of soil, loss of
livestock forage and wildiife habitat. Impacts to water that cannot be
avoided include minor increases in runoff from cleared areas and
increased sediment. These cannot be totally mitigated. The 1ikelihood
of 01l or other pollutants spilliny may be reduced in a well-devised
spill plan. Most adverse impacts on wildlife and fish habitat can bhe
mitigated or accommodated by the animals' adaptability, but vegetation
clearing, sedimentation, and disturbance create some adverse impacts.
Usually this impact can be avoided on key wildlife habitals such as elk
calving areas.

Impacts of mineral and energy development are usually short-term because
adequate technology and planning safeguards exist to return disturbed
sites to their former productivity. The mineral extraction process is

a short-term activity, however, once removed, minerals cannot be
replaced.

Land Ownership and Leasing. Leases are issued for 10 years or a

short-term, but mineral claims are long-term commitments and can result
in a land patent and transfer of land to private ownership.

1v-39



Vegetation Resource. Most vegetational cover can be rehabilitated in a
short time, but sensitive species with small localized populations may
be lost permanently. Removal of sensitive types of vegetation would
have a long-term adverse effect, especially in alpine zones.

Soil_Resource. If vegetation is removed form a high precipitation area,
serious soi1l erosion may result. Exposure of highly sensitive soils can
result in erosion or mass soil movement. This would be a long-term
effect because it would take many years to replace the soil.

Hydrology and Water Quality. A minor increase in runoff is expected
under any alternative. This runoff may add sediment to the streams, a
short-term effect. There is a slight chance of an o0il or chemical
sp1ll, which could have a long~term effect. Both effects can be held to
a minimum if proper procedures are Tollowed.

Cuitural Resources. These resources are not expected to be affected
unless an unintentional disturbance occurs, in which case damage could
be a Tong-term effect.

Wilderness. Where development is allowed, wilderness values would be
Tost until such time as natural conditions could be restored. This
would be a long-term or permanent effect.

Wildlife and Fish Habitat. Most impacts on wildlife and fish are
short-term. Site rehabilitation can usually restore the long-term
productivity of these habitats. If cumulative impacts create loss of
wildlife or fish habitats, the impact would be long-term.

Recreation: Noise, ajr pollution, and visual intrusicn create
short-term impacts that cease to exist following termination of the
activity. Impacts on recreation opportunities are generally short-term
unless roads remain open which alters the type of recreation
opportunities available over the Tonger-term.

Positive impacts include the fact that local roads are currently being
constructed primarily in conjunction with timber resource activities.

These local roads access areas that are compatible with multiple
resource and management uses. Roads are also discussed in the
Facilities section of this chapter.

A federal mining leasing charge is assessed on 0il and gas leases.
Fifty percent of this money 1s paid to the State and redistributed to
county and local governments., Minerals explioration and development
provides primary and secondary employment to the local and regional
economy.

Operating plans would include provisions to minimize adverse
environmental impacts on surface resources in all alternatives. the
requirements for air quality, water quality, solid waste disposal,
scenic values, fisheries and wildlife habitat, roads, and reclamation
would also be incorporated. Reasonable conditions for surface resource
protection would be imposed.
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8.  RESEARCH NATURAL AREAS:

Candidate Research Natural Areas

The National Forest Management Act Regulations, 36 CFR 219.25, state
that "Forest planning shall provide for the establishment of Research
Natural Areas". In accordance with this requirement, the Forest has
identified the following areas as Candidate and potential Research
Natural Areas. Research Natural areas are programmed in all
alternatives,

Area Acres
Sims Peak Pothole 650
Gate of Birch Creek 240
Pollen Lake 1,025
Ashley Gorge 1,065
Shale Creek

(Uinta River) 2,925
Gilbert Creek 2,545
Timber Canyon-Cow Ridge 334
Lance Canyon 110

Establishment reports will be prepared as part of plan implementation.
If the Establishment Reports determine they should not become Research
Natural Areas, they will be managed as part of adjacent management
areas. A more detailed description on Research Natural Areas is
contained in Chapter 3 and in the AMS Document.

Designation of Research Natural Areas is a long-term commitment, but
does not reduce productivity.

Cesignation of Research Natural Areas is reversible. However,
alteration of natural areas by human activities often is not reversible
from a scientific perspective. Once natural ecosystems are unnaturally
altered, their values as a scientific baseline is diminished.

9. AIR QUALITY:

Alternative A would have temporary degradation from road construction,
logging activity and slash disposal. Alternative B would have temporary
decrease in air quality due to activities associated with timber
harvesting, i.e. more mills and manufacturing plants, road construction,
logging, and slash disposal. Activities at moderately high levels over
the planning period in alternative C, will increase duration and amount
of degradation from such activities as timber harvest, sagebrush
spraying and pinyon/juniper burning. Alternatives D and J would be
similar to current with the possibility of a large wildfire.

Alternative E is similar to C. Alternatives H and I are similar to B.
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10, FIRE PROTECTION:

Under alternative A, fire size and intensity would increase as beetle
killed trees fall and create increased fuels. Alternative B would have
the same results as A except fuel loading would be decreased
proportionately to acres harvesied. Alternative C would have decreased
fuel loading by harvesting. Harvesting will decrease the hazard,
however, activity would 1increase the risk. There would be an increased
fuel loading and hazard in alternative D. The risk would be the same as
current because of similar activity levelis. Alternative E is similar to
alternatives B and C. Alternatives F and G would have the potential for
high increase in hazard as beetie kill falls and contributes to ground
fuel Toading., The risk is at reduced level due to few activities.
Alternatives H, I, and J are similar to B.

Regardless of the alternative implemented, the risk of fire would
increase as the nearby population grows and more people use the Forest
for recreation. Reduction of accumulated fuels resulting from
management activities in most alterntives throughout the planning period
would reduce the fire hazard to a tolerable level.

Fuels would be decreased primarily through commercial sale of
insect-infested lodgepcle pine and encouraging public cutting of
fuelwood in designated areas.

11. LAND PURCHASE, ACQUISITION, AND ADJUSTMENT:

In general, the land acquisition program would not be affected by the
alternatives considered. The Ashley National Forest does not have large
or numerous tracts of private or state lands within the Forest boundary.
Land ownership problems adjacent to the Forest or the need for boundary
adjustment is not a problem. As a result this program would not vary
significantly among alternatives.

Specific land acquisition and exchange will be analyzed through the
Environmental Assessment process on a case-by-case basis. This
assessment will be made when cases arise which are advantageous to the
Government, facilitate management, are requested by the landowner or are
necessary to protect significant features.

12. FACILITIES:
a. Roads

Arterial/collector and local road construction/reconstruction on
the Forest varies by alternative as displayed in Table 1I-4, The
amount of access necessary outside the forest boundary is
considered constant for all alternatives. Local roads would
generaily be constructed by timber purchasers, but there is a need
in all alternatives to finance construction with appropriated money
where current timber values are too Tow to carry the cost. This is
especially true for first entry into a drainage. Road construction
has one of the most significant jmpacts on the Forest, affecting
most of the other resources and uses.
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The necessary arterial/collector road system is in place except for
two or three areas that are not accessible by road. All
alternatives identify a need for local road construction or
reconstruction. The construction of local roads would be directly
related to the proposed volume of timber harvest and these
comparisons can be analyzed by review of Table II-4, About half of
these proposed roads would be used as short-term facilities or
intermittent facilities. In all alternatives, road closures would
be used to reduce costs of initial investment and maintenance.

Effects on Other Resources:

Road construction changes the recreation opportunities from
primitive, and semi-primitive to a 1ightly developed mctorized
setting. This 1n turn affects the type of recreation activities
and user groups. For example, as access impacts wildlife habitat,
the quality of hunting experience may change.

Those alternatives which cause the conversion of primitive/
semi-primitive areas to roaded areas reduce the opportunity for
recreation activities commonly associated with isolation or
solitude. However, new activities or opportunities of a different
type are presented.

Timing of roading associated with timber harvest and subsequent
road closures create a situation where areas are active with
resource management activities for a while then completely quiet
for a Tong period of time. The evidence of man's activities may
remain, but in some situations, these areas can offer recreation
opportunities that provide some people with a satisfying
backcountry experience.

Although the areas planned for roading would be developed as
needed, many parts of these areas would not be roaded because of
natural barriers and the need to protect other resource values.
Roading activities are generally located on areas where the
respective resource values are relatively high for the types of
management requiring roading.

From a pure recreation standpoint, the existing transportation
system provides access that offers a balanced recreation situation
on the Ashley National Forest except for some road surface
conditions.

Effective elk security cover, discussed in the timber section of
this chapter, is directly affected by the amount of open roads.
Effective elk security cover is calculated from a FORPLAN
assessment of the actual amount of tree cover capable of hiding an
elk, modified by the density of open roads in the area. Hiding
cover effectiveness is reduced by an increase in open road density.
To take road closures into account, it is assumed that 75 percent
of all local roads constructed would be closed. Therefore, open
roads used in elk security cover calculations are a total of all
existing miles plus all collector roads miles constructed, plus 25
percent of all local road construction.
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The mitigation measure of road closures would be used in ali
alternatives. Under alternatives with high road construction,
other mitigating measures would be necessary. These may include
adjustment of seasons and hunter restrictions by the Utah
Civision of Wildlife Resources.

Road construction through riparian zones adversely affects vege-
tation, water quality, stream channels, and fisheries. To mitigate
these impacts, roads would not be constructed in riparian zones
uniess necessary for crossings. Stream crossings would be designec
to avoid blockage of fish movement.

Roads have only a minor negative effect on range through removing
land from production and may have positive effects by improving
access for livestock control and maintenance of improvements.

Roads have only a minor negative effect on timber through removing
land from production. Roads increase the opportunity for intensive
timber management practices, salvage programs, and firewood
gathering.

Roads and road construction have the most significant impact of any
activity on soil and water. Proper road location, design
construction, and installation ¢f drainage structures would
mitigate the on-site and off-site impacts of road construction.

The construction of roads is a long-term commitment of resource.
The magnitude of this commitment is reflected in the total miles of
road needed for management displayed in Table I1I-4,

Burning right~of-way slash and dust

from construction activities and road use would have localized
adverse effects on air quality. These effects should be short-term
and not significant.

Road construction and improved access increase the potential for
man-caused fires; however, roads increase i1nitial attack
capabilities and provide fuel breaks.

Road construction can affect the basic character of the landscape
by removing vegetation and disturbing the soil, thus changing the
color, texture, and lines of the landscape. In open areas, roads
introduce strong lines into the landscape that can be visible for
many miles, depending on topography and vegetation. Cut and fill
areas are often highly visible and may alter the landscape for long
periods of time. Visual quality objectives establish guidelines
for mitigating the impact of road ccnstruction on the visual
resource.

Trails

The basic arterial and collector system exists except 1n a few
situations. As the road system is expanded in all alternatives
except F and G, some segments of the existing trail system may be
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replaced by roads or at least the need or purpose of these existing
trails would be changed. In some situations, these trails would be
removed from ihe trail system, Within the Wilderness, some
additional opportunity exists for expansion of arterial and
collector trail system to facilitate better management and use of
the area. Some heavy maintenance and/or reconstruction of the
existing system is needed. These situations, conditions, and needs
are basically uniform in all alternatives.

Effects on Other Resources

Impacts from the trail facility on other rescurces is relatively
insignificant.

Trails associated with winter sports activities such as
cross-country skiing and snowmobiling would be provided in some
situations. In many cases, trails for these activities do not
require changes in the landscape commonly associated with trails
used for foot and horse traffic. Provisions for providing these
facilities are consistent in all alternatives.

Seasonal closures of some traills may be necessary 1n some situa-
tions to provide for public safety and protection of wildiife and
other resource values.

C. Structures

These facilities are usually site specific such as Forest Service
administrative developments including guard stations, work centers,
or communication sites. The total number or location of these
facilities would not change significantly throughout the
alternatives. The primary variable associated with these
facilities has to do with intensity of management generated by the
alternative, Some alternatives may necessitate slight expansion or
retraction of these facilities. For the most part, proper design
of these facilities can mitigate any major impacts on various
resources.

13, UTILITY CORRIDORS

The Ashley National Forest has analyzed existing and projected utility
and transportation needs as one of the key elements in the Forest
Planning process.

This recently completed analysis 1s available for review 1n planning
records and is appended to this document as Appendix H.

Foilowing is a summary of the most significant points from the above
analysis.

a. Two planning "windows" are identified. These "windows" are
critical segments of terrain through which rights-of-way could
pass in traversing the Forest. These are Red Mountain to
Carter Dugway and 1n the Sowers Canyon area south of Duchesne.
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b. Six exclusion areas are identified. These are areas having
statuatory prohibition to rights-of-way for lineal facilities or
corridor/window designation. These are:

(1) Flaming Gorge NRA, south of the Pacific Northwest Pipeline
Bridge.

(2) High Uintas Wilderness
(3) Sheep Creek Geological Area
(4) Proposed Research Natural Areas

(5) Area recommended for Wild and Scenic River Status on the Green
River

(6) National Recreattion Trail Zones at Little Hole and Fish Creek

c. Existing rights-of-way meeting standards for corridor designation
are identified. A corridor is defined as a linear strip of land
having advantages over other areas for the present or future
location of transportation or utility rights-of-way. Note that no
new or potential corridors are identified. These rights~of-way are
listed by name and size in Appendix H.

d. Avoidance areas are identified. Avoidance areas are defined as
areas having environmental, statuatory, or technological effects
that would be difficult or impossible to mitigate. This category
includes all Ashley National Forest lands nct identified in A, B,
or C above.

Effects on Other Resources

The identification and assignment of corridor or window status to an
area will usually have only a 1Timited impact on other resources. This
is a result of single-use designation which has the effect of taking
land out of production for timber and Timiting some uses such as
recreation, grazing, or minerals activities. Typically, only a few
acres are impacted since rights-of-way are narrow resulting in a "low"
acreage per mile of linear facility. An exception to the above
statements is the impact on visual resources by imposing a linear
facility on the landscape. One other exception is the soil disturbance
during construction, maintenance, and operation of the facility. Both
of those effects can be partially mitigated by careful design and
construction practices.

While the effects on other resources is generally limited in scope, as
described above, other resource activities or management priorities can
affect the inventoried areas noted above.

A1l alternatives generally have only slight change in acreage assigned
to avoidance or exclusion area categories as a result of the passage of
the Utah Wilderness Act.
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14, INSECT AND DISEASE:

Forest pests have a direct and significant impact on forest resources
affecting recreation sites and causing tree mortality and volume loss in
timber stands. The principal insects and diseases affecting the Ashley
National Forest are mountain pine beetle, 1ps beetles, commandra rust
and dwarf mistietoe.

Mountain pine beetle has caused extensive mortality in lodgepole and
ponderosa pine stands for several decades. Epidemic levels of the
beetle, recorded since the 1940's, have continued to cycle through the
Forest, removing most of the larger diameter trees in infested stands.
The most recent outbreak began in the early 1970's around Greendale
Junction, and has caused extensive mortality with the Flaming Gorge NRA
and other parts of the Forest. The heaviest mortality occurred in 1982
with an estimated 3.5 million trees kiltled by the beetle. Mortality
decreased in 1983 to 1.4 miliion, but is expected to continue until most
of the larger diameter trees are killed in infested stands.

Mountain pine beetle will continue to have a serious impact on lodgepole
and ponderosa pine stands causing heavy mortality in overstocked stands
of mature trees. Beetle populations increased rapidly in 1981 on the
Forest and will continue to increase for the next several years.
Populations will remain at epidemic levels in a stand until about 70
percent of the volume and all the larger diameter trees have been
removed. Protecting stands from mountain pine beetle should be
accomplished by stand hazard rating to identify high-risk stands,
monitoring beetle populations and by thinning stands to reduce the
potential for outbreaks. Bark beetles will not be eliminated from pine
stands by silvicultural practices. However, in commerical stands,
losses can be minimized by reducing the susceptibility to beetle
attacks. High value trees in developed sites and administrative sites
can be treated with protective sprays.

The Ashley National Forest has, in the past, been exposed to rangeland
insect infestations, but the problems have never been extensive enough
to cause great alarm, Localized areas have had sufficient buildup to
warrant control programs. These treatments along with natural low
population cycles have confined damages to relatively small areas.

Those insects that have had high enough populations to cause concern
are: grasshoppers, black grass bugs, and Mormon crickets. Another
range pest that has become somewhat visible on occasion 1s the tent
caterpillar. It has occasionally been seen in sufficent numbers in
bitterbrush stands to attract the attention of range specialists.
Natural control and subsidence has removed any further concern. Forest
range specialists have worked closely with representatives of the Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) in identifying, monitoring,
treating, and follow up work with range insects.

A1l alternatives except F and G have higher amounts of timber harvest
and associated cultural treatments. These alternatives with more
harvest in early decades w1ll provide for some control of the mountain
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pine beetle. Investments in extensive control measures within
campgrounds and other development sites will be basicaily the same for
all alternatives except F and G which would not provide for extensive
protection at specific sites.

15, SPECIAL AREAS:

Approximately 600,700 acres of Ashley National Forest are subject to
special laws, regulations, executive orders, or public land orders.
These areas have specific management requirements or restrictions which
Timit the kind and extent of resources management activities within
their boundaries. These land areas include:

Area Acres
Administrative Sites (2) 1,433
Recreation Areas (43) 11,213
Bureau of Reclamation 28,969
Reservoir Withdrawal for Colorado
River Storage Project 228,669
Power Site Classification Projects 73,332
High Uintas Wilderness 273,426
Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area 190,902
Sheep Creek Geological Area 3,608

Existing National Recreation Trails

Little Hole 7 miles
Fish Creek 6 miles

Basically all alternatives treat these areas the same because of special
legislation, other laws, and regulations.

Wild and Scenic Rivers

The Green River Study completed in 1978, the Draft Environmental
Statement in 1979, and the final EIS in 1980 identified the Green River
from Flaming Gorge Dam to the southern boundary of Dinosaur National
Monument as a river eligible for Wild and Scenic River status. That
portion of the Green River from Flaming Gorge Dam to below the
confluence of Red Creek 1s within the Ashley National Forest boundary
and consists of approximately 12 miles.

C. ECONOMIC EFFECTS and SOCIAL EFFECTS

A number of social categories or groups of people living near the Ashley
National Forest have been identified as most 1likely to be affected by the
different management philosophies expressed by the alternatives. (See
Chapter 1I1I). These groups are not mutually exclusive since people can
belong to several groups. They are, however, categories readily useful for
analysis. Further information is available from the "Social Assessment of
the Present Situation and Social Analysis of the No Action Alternative"
included in the AMS and the planning records on the Ashiey National Forest.
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Younger Newcomers

Younger newcomers relate strongly to and benefit from those alternatives
which 1imit the activities related to resource use. Alternatives which
prompt spraying, burning, fencing, and grazing are less desirable than
those which maintain a natural setting.

They would also prefer Tess timber harvest and roading. This population
segment 1s 1ikely to grow, regardiess of the management philosophy
selected, because of the attractive features of the area. Alternatives
which 1imit resource activities would speed the growth and those which
promote heavy resource use would tend to slow the immigration of this
segment of the public.

Millworkers/Laborers

Millworkers/laborers are deeply interested in use of the Forest
resources necessary to maintain the industry in which they are employed.
Many are also interested in private consumptive use of the forest -
game, fish, gathering forest products, etc. This category of people
would be most interested in those alternatives which promote utilization
of the resource which creates their personal employment. However, they
also desire to maintain the resources they gather themselves.

Alternatives which increase the timber harvest and mining potential of
the area would either cause an influx of millworkers and laborers or
would attract Tocal people to Joining this particular work force. Those
alternatives placing 1ittle emphasis on timber harvest or mining would
1ikely cause this population segment to remain stable or possibly
decline.

Ranchers/Farmers

Ranchers/farmers desire to maintain their traditional 1ifestyle. Yet,
they feel most threatened because of high taxes and overhead costs, and
Tow or unstable prices for livestock and crops. The temptation to sell
or subdivide is ever present.

Because of pressure to sell, several non-traditional or absentee owners
have bought ranch properties. Reasons Tor buying are numerous but most
prevalent are uses as tax shelter and recreation. Most of these new
owners do not depend on the land for livelihood. These individuals may
have a completely different orientation to 1ife than the typical
old-line rancher. Non-traditional ranchers tend to be more amenity
oriented than ranchers typical of the area.

Alternatives which increase the availability of forage for livestock or
reduce the owner's cost of managing livestock would be most beneficial
to the rancher. Because of the beauty of the area, pressures and real
estate prices would remain conducive to the "sell-out and subdivide"
trend. However, since ranchers of the area view ranching as the only
way of life of real interest to them, activities that increase the
potential for livestock production would be viewed as positive and may
slow the real estate transacticns of ranches.
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Loggers

Loggers are concerned about local control and economic and 11festyle
stability. In terms of Forest outputs they are dependent upon current
or increased timber harvest levels.

Alternatives which promote timber harvest and vigorous growth of new
trees would be beneficial to this segment of the population. Those
which promote Tess timber management or fewer acres available for timber
harvest would Tikely be met with strong, localized resistance.

Business Pegple

Business people recognize that population increases and resulting
increases in business depend largely on increasing commodity production
in the area. Therefore, those alternatives which promote production and
use of forage, timber, big game, and recreational opportunities would be
of most beneficial to the business community. This diverse group is
differentially affected, depending on the member's dependence on amenity
or commodity outputs from the Forest. Some business people are
benefitted by recreational/amenity-oriented alternatives, while others
are positively affected by alternatives which increase commodity
outputs.

Miners

Miners approach resources from more of a consumptive approach than from
an environmentalist viewpoint. However, though some of their efforts
tend to scar mountainsides, they still express concern for maintaining
the quality of the environment. They are primarily interested in the
freedom to pursue their profession, and yet they are vocal concerning
opportunities for recreational pursuits.

On the whole, they would favor resource-oriented alternatives since
alternatives reducing resource outputs are seen as a possible threat to
their own activities. The stability of this segment of the community is
more dependent on the discovery of recoverable ores than on renewable
resource direction.

Government Workers/Educators

Government workers/educators generally favor alternatives giving maximum
protection to the natural setting in the Forest. This segment is rather
stable and would change 1ittle, unless a major population change occurs.
The groups are likely to retain their views regardless of the management
direction applied to the Forest.

Retirees

Generally, retirees prefer alternatives which stress maintaining the
Forest in a natural setting. Alternatives which fully promote commodity
production to the detriment of amenity values would cause a shift in the
retiree population. Many would see the area as a less desirable place
to retire.
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Regional

The Regional segment of the population is generally more interested in
amenity values on the Forest than in resource developments. They are,
therefore, more Tikely to be benefited by alternatives which protect the
natural environment and provide recreational opportunities.

National

The main use of the Ashley National Forest by people outside the region
is recreational/amenity. These people generally prefer and are
benefited by alternatives which enhance the natural environment.

Others

Civil rights and minority groups are not known to be affected any
differently as special groups, than they would be as one of the social
and geographical segments mentioned above.

The overall socio/economic 1mpacts are insignificant for Ashley
activities when the whole economy 15 considered. Alternative A would
provide for a stable workforce, employment, population and returns to
the treasury. A budget increase will slightly affect the local economy
under alternative B since there would be an increase in employment,
population, and returns to counties for two decades - then drop as
harvest is reduced to NDSY. The reduction would occur at the same time
as projected decreases in energy related sectors. The budget will
create indirect effects for the local economy. Changes in ROS classes
will affect traditional recreation attractiveness and activities.
Alternative C would have an increase in employment with an increased
commodity output level that does not decline in the planning period.
The increased budget would create an increase in the local economy.
There would probably be a need for a high incidence of road closures to
meet wildlife needs. Alternative D would have an insignificant decrease
in employment with decreased "commodity" output levels. Budget levels
would be sTightly lower in decades 2-5 but would have no significant
effect on local economy. Alternative E is similar to current empioyment
with an increased budget resulting in an increase i1n local economy.
Alternative F would have reduced employment, reduced investments, but
less effect on local economy. Access and service roads would be
curtailed. Alternative G would have the Towest investment, commodity
output, empioyment, population and returns to counties of all
alternatives. The lifestyle would be locked into todays activities.
Alternatives H, I, and J are similar to Alternative B.
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TABLE T¥-
Discounted Benef1ts and Costs

7

4% Discount Rate - 150 Years

(1578 Dollars Inflated to 1/1/82) MMS$
Min Level Max PNV
Benchmark Benchiiark Alt B A1t B Alt C Alt b At E Alt F Rt G At H ATt I At d
Present Net Value 358.6 598.7 528.9 503.6 467.0 534.8 521.7 482.3 478.5 533.9 538.5 517.5
Present Value of
Benef1ts £27.7 564.0 765.9 819 1 844.1 763.8 829.3 645.5 657.3 847.6 892.4 803.2
Present Value of Costs 69.1 365.3 215.5 315.5 347.1 259.0 307.6 163.2 178.8 313.7 353.9 285.7
PVB by OQutput
Recreation
Developed ¢ 246.2 240.1 236.4 238.3 240.8 235.0 224.1 209.6 240,5 242,7 242.6
Dispersed 228.6 1€1.5 157.6 133.8 156,3 158 0 154,2 147.1 137.5 167.8 159.3 158.2
Wilderness 34.2 51.4 50.1 61.2 49.7 50.2 49,0 46.7 43.7 50,2 50.6 52.7
Wildiafe WFUDS 92.3 74.8 73.0 93.9 72.4 73.2 71.4 68.1 63.9 73.1 73.8 73.8
Wildlife Forage 65 0 53.3 52.6 Be.5 46.0 64.5 51.5 57.3 61.7 51.3 £1.5 53.8
Range 7.5 77.9 85.6 Eg.2 72.9 52.3 62.3 29.3 28.7 74.0 60.6 54.7
Timber 0 206.8 81.0 144.9 144.2 92.8 137.6 30,2 71.8 135.3 176.4 114.5
ye]wood 0 5.4 5.2 5.8 6.4 5.4 6.5 5.9 4.1 5.9 6.3 5.8
= Water Yield 0 88.0 40,7 58.4 57.5 66.6 61.8 36.8 35.9 59.5 71.2 47.2
PVC by Category
Total Forest Budget 69 G Z41.5 186 © 240.3 228.0 210.4 198.8 107.4 142.6 Z44.6 256.4 211.1
Fixed Costs
Prctection 29.65 29.68 ¢9.68 29.68 29.68 29.68 2%,68 29.68 29,68 29.68 29.68 29.8
General Admin. 6.58 6.8 6.58 6.58 6,58 6.58 6 58 6.58 €.58 6.58 6.58 6.5
Yariabie Costs Investment
App Funds Roads ] 14.8 8.8 16,0 16.5 10.2 17.4 5.8 7.8 26,1 21.9 15,5
Purch Roads 4] 21.1 14,6 21.4 18.7 16.0 18.7 9.4 13.8 20.5 24.8 18,7
Rec Inv 0 0 0 16,3 16.8 17.8 0 0 G 19.7 20.6 12.9
WL Inv 0 1.0 B .6 .3 1.1 .8 .8 .6 .8 .6 .7
Liv Inv 0 2.6 B .6 1.2 4 .8 0 G 1.9 .9 .7
Operational and S&W 32.8 202.0 125.0 145,2 138.3 128.5 124.8 8C.1 84.1 13¢.3 151.2 126.3
General Admin Inclucea above under Fixed Costs
Non-Forest Service Costs
Except Roads 0 27.5 51.G 81.3 119.0 48.5 108.8 28.8 36.2 69.1 97.5 74,6

1/

= Background Water Values not included
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Discounted Benefits and Costs

TABLE IV-8

(1978 Dollars Inflated tc 1/1/82) MM

&
¥

7% Discount Rate - 150 Years

Min Level Max PNV
Benchmark Berichmark Alt A Alt B Alt C At D Alt E ATt F Rt G Alt H Alt 1 At J
Present Net Value 203.7 307.3 270.1 254.5 249.3 273.3 288.5 £50.5 251.2 270.7 273.1 261.3
Present Value of
Beneti1ls 243.8 536.3 402.1 437.5 441.,0 417.0 429.4 337.0 354.7 45(.8 484 .4 £20.5
Present Value of Costs 40.1 229.0 132.0 183.0 191.7 143.7 170.9 36.5 103.5 108.1 211.3 159,2
PVB by Output
Recreation
Developed G 127.0 124.5 122.0 123.5 124.7 121.4 117.6 111.9 124.5 125.3 126.4
Dispersed 130.5 83.3 81.7 65.1 81.1 81.8 79.7 71.2 73.4 8l.7 82.z 81.8
Wilderness 19.5 26.5 26.0 31.6 25.8 26.0 25.3 24.5 23.5 26.0 26.1 27.3
HW1ld11fe WFUDS 52.7 38.6 37.8 28.6 37.5 37.9 36.9 36.7 34.0 37.8 38,1 38.2
WildI1fe Forage 36.8 20.4 28.0 48.5 25.4 30.6 28.1 31.6G 34.0 28.0 28.1 29.3
Range 4.3 40,9 28.9 30.4 37.0 27 .4 32.0 16.4 15.6 38.0 31.5 28.5
Timber 0 145.4 55 0 90.7 84.7 55.8 80.8 15,3 45.4 26.2 117.6 6C.8
1/ Fuelwood 0 3.6 3.4 3.8 3.9 3.5 4.0 3.6 3.0 3.9 4.2 3.6
= Hater Yield (95.7) 41,5 16.0 12.8 22.0 29.8 21.2 15.7 14.0 8.7 31.3 17.9
PYC by Category
Total Forest Budget 40.1 173.7 103.8 136.8 126 3 116.9 11C.8 71.6 82.6 140.5 152.9 117.8
Fixed Costs
Protection 17.2 17.2 17.2 17.2 17.2 17.2 17.2 17.2 17.2 17.2 17.2 17,2
General Admin. 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8
Variable Costs Investment
App Funds Roads ] 8.3 4.9 10.2 9.0 5,6 9.6 3.6 4.5 15.0 13.1 8.6
Purch Roads 0 13.3 8.1 12.1 10.2 8.8 10.3 £.8 8.0 11.7 14.6 10.4
Rec Inv C 0 0 10.4 9.2 9.8 o 0 0 11.3 12,4 7.2
WL Inv 0 .6 .3 .3 .2 .6 .5 .4 .3 .5 .4 A
Liv Inv C 1.7 .3 .3 .7 .4 .4 0 0 1.1 .6 A
Operationda? and S&W 16.1 127.7 69.2 82.5 76.C 70.8 69.0 az2.4 48,7 79.9 80.6 69.9
General Admin Included above under Fixed Costs
Non-Forest Service Costs
Except Roads G 23.2 28.2 6.2 65.4 26.7 60.1 14.9 21.0 39.¢ 66.4 41.3

1/

= Background kater Values not 1ncluded
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Table B-9, in Appendix B displays the effects on employment, income, and
state and local Government expenditures by the various alternatives.

D. POSSIBLE CONFLICTS

1.

Resource Planning Act (RPA) Objectives

There are several areas of conflict with RPA 80 direction and targets
that are identified in Alternative E, RPA 80,

These are:

a.

Water yield does not meet the RPA 80 target of 1,079,000 acre feet
per year. This total output was not attainable, even in the
maximum water benchmark.

Recreation use (combined developed and dispersed) targets for RPA
80 were exceeded by the mid-1970's. Total use shown for 1985 in
the Regional Guide is 560,000 developed and 560,000 dispersed
RVD's. Projected use in decade one for the lowest alternative (F
or G) exceeds this figure by over half a million RVD's per year.

Range use, 1n animal unit months, only meets RPA targets in
alternatives C and H. Alternative E closely approximates the RPA
targets but does not fully meet them. However, 1t should be noted
that demand has been declining for sheep grazing. The figures
shown in all alternatives assume that demand exists and that the
proper class of Tivestock can be placed on all allotments.

The Regional Guide includes a goal of providing optimum habitat for
socially and economically important fish and wilidlife species.

Note that Table II-4 indicates a decline in habitat improvement
activities for Alternative E. This decline occurs gradually over a
five decade time span and is similar to the decline shown in the
Regional Guide for acre equivalents of improvements for the Ashley
National Forest. Table II-4 also shows a slight increase and then
a decrease in deer and elk numbers over the five decade planning
horizon. This 1s a function of the habitat capability changes
occurring as a result of development activities such as timber
harvest and road construction. Alternative E (RPA 80) habitat
capability exceeds staie objectives in all decades. Figures shown
for elk and deer are indications of theoretical capability for
seasonal use. The limiting factor for populations of these species
is the availability of winter range. National Forest lands provide
only an estimated 20% of the winter range for these species, the
other 80% is owned by other agencies or individuals. Major
improvements or management changes would need to be made on these
other winter range lands to reach the theoretical seasonal
populations shown.
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Objectives of other Federal, State, County and lLocal Governments

There are no known conflicts with plans of other agencies. Contacts
have been made with those agencies listed below through mailing of
public involvement items, through open house meetings, and in some
instances through on-going personal contacts.

Bureau of Reclamation Utah Div. of Wildlife Resources
Bureau of Land Management Utah State Parks and Recreation
National Park Service Utah Land & Forestry Division
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Sweetwater County, Wyoming
Bureau of Indian Affairs Daggett County, Utah

Ute Indian Tribe Duchesne County, Utah

Wyoming Game and Fish Dept. Uintah County, Utah

No specified conflicts have been identified with pians of the above,
however, close contact and coordination must be continuous with the
Bureau of Land Management, the Ute Indian Tribe, and the Utah Division
of Wildlife Resources to insure understanding and to prevent conflicts
in on-going project activities.

ENERGY REQUIREMENTS

Energy yield and consumption related to each alternative are shown in
Table IV-9, measured in bi11ions of British Termal Units (BTUs) per
year. A BTU is the quantity of heat necessary to raise the temperature
of one pound of water one degree Fahrenheit, and a billion BTUs roughly
equals the total energy consumption of three U.S. citizens for a year.
The net energy balance (Energy yield minus energy consumption) for the
Ashley 1s positive because of the energy produced by dams on the Green
and Colorado Rivers utilizing water originating in the Forest, and to a
lesser degree, because of fuelwood extracted from the Forest. Major
components of energy consumption are recreation (principally
transportation), and timber harvesting.

Details of the process used to assess energy requirements are available
in the planning records at the Supervisor's Office. 1/

Reference Guide: "Methods for Evaluating Energy Effects of Forest
Management Alternatives Volume 1." Gideon Schwarzbart and Patrick L.
Schmitz, Management Sciences Staff - USDA Forest Service, Berkeley,
Catifornia, March, 1982,
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TABLE IV-9

ENERGY BALANCE - BILLION BTU's/YEAR

Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt, Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt. Alt,
A B C D E F G H [ J
Energy Yield
Decade 1 1035 1062 1054 1030 1046 1017 1019 1056 1064 1043
Decade 2 1046 1075 1068 1048 1061 1020 1022 1072 1075 1054
Decade 3 1057 1071 1083 1057 1073 1022 1023 1076 1081 1062
Decade 4 1067 1079 1095 1063 1083 1024 1031 1080 1083 1070
Decade 5 1074 1085 1104 1067 1090 1019 1032 1081 1085 1075
Energy Consumption
Decade 1 250 299 285 245 271 222 238 285 308 285
Decade 2 265 302 295 258 286 230 238 300 312 303
Decade 3 285 292 316 275 303 232 239 297 311 313
Decade 4 297 307 330 284 317 246 241 299 315 331
Decade 5 311 323 342 295 329 244 251 307 323 348
Net Energy Balance
Cecade 1 785 763 769 784 774 795 780 772 757 758
Decade 2 781 773 770 790 775 790 784 772 763 751
Decade 3 172 780 767 782 770 790 784 780 770 749
Decade 4 770 772 765 779 766 778 790 780 768 739
Decade 5 763 762 762 772 761 775 781 774 762 727
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F.

IRREVERSIBLE and IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES

Irreversible commitment of resources refers to resources that are
renewable only after a long period of time (such as soil productivity),
or to nonrenewable resources, (such as cultural or minerals).
Alternatives were formulated with the understanding that maintenance of
future options was an important consideration. Measures to protect
those resources that could be irreversibly affected by other resource
uses were incorporated in the Forest-wide standards and guidelines.

The construction of arterial and collector roads to provide future
access to the Forest would be considered an irretrievable action because
of the long time needed for a road to revert to natural conditions.
Alternatives B, C, E, H, I, J, and the maximum PNV benchmark with the
highest resource output levels, have the greatest irreversible
comnitment of resources based on the associated construction of roads.
Alternatives F and G have the fewest irreversible actions and greatest
protection of future options.

Production of minerals and energy resources is of vital concern in the
United States. The role of the Forest Service is to manage the surface
resources to minimize adverse environmental impacts, while encouraging
the exploration and development of the mineral resource.

Irretrievable commitment is resource production or use of a renewable
resource that would be lost because of allocation decisions. This
represents opportunities foregone for the period of time that the
resource cannot be used. Timber on steep slopes that would not be
economically accessible may represent an irretrievable commitment of
resources since mortality would not be salvageable. The commitment
would be irretrievable rather than irreversibie because future
?echno]ogica1 advances could make harvest of these areas possible and
easible.

The differences between alternative output levels and the higher levels
that could be produced also represents an irretrievable commitment of
resources. For example, a low level of Tivestock grazing or a low level
of water yield could be increased in the future by application of
different management prescriptions, but the outputs between now and then
would be "lost" or not avaitable for use. Therefore, the maintenance of
future options and the current ability to utilize the resources to the
fullest, tend to conflict with one another. The purpose of Forest
planning is to provide a mix of uses now and for future time periods
that balance the needs of both the current population and future
generations.

PROBABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS THAT
CANNOT BE AVOIDED

Implementation of any of the alternatives of the Proposed Action would
result in some adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided.

However, the application of Forest-wide standards and guidelines is
intended to Timit the extent and duration of these effects.
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Management direction is designed to provide outputs, goods, and services
within the constraint of maintaining the sustained yield of recreation,
water, timber, forage, and wildlife without impairing the long-term
productivity of the land.

The alternative formulation process considered a wide range of
alternatives, some of which had major adverse environmental effects.
Many of these effects were avoided by the criteria established for
eliminating alternatives that cannot be implemented. Thus, the ten
alternatives considered in detajl represent a broad range of resource
outputs and also a reduction of the adverse environmental effects that
cannot be avoided. These effects include:

- An increase in sedimentation resulting from soil disturbance and
increased water yield.

- A short~-term adverse effect on scenic quality because of vegetation
management and road construction.

- Foregone timber volumes because of inaccessibility and
inoperability of steep land forms.

- Foregone timber volumes because of insect epidemic.

- Short-term reduced air quality because of dust, smoke, and
automobile emissions resulting from increased recreation use and
vegetative management practices.

- Short-term adverse impacts on wildlife areas resulting from
increased timber activity to salvage insect-damaged trees,

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measures are included in this chapter and in the management
direction in Chapter IV of the Forest Plan. They are intended to
mitigate the adverse effects that cannct be avoided. Some of the more
important mitigation measures are summarized below:

1. ATl activities within riparian areas will be guided by the riparian
management area standards and guidelines to insure the quality of
riparian areas 1s maintained.

2. Effects of the accelerated harvest of Todgepolie pine on big game
habitat will be mitigated by:

a. Restricting public access as necessary.

b. Requesting State Fish and Game agencies to help mitigate
effects on big game through hunting regulations,

3. Effects of development on visual quality will be mitigated by
following visual management guidelines.
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H.

4, Effects of road construction on water quality and wildlife habitat
will be mitigated by implementing road closures as necessary.

5. Effects of 0il and gas leasing will be mitigated by inclusion of
special stipulations in leases for specified environmental
conditions. Refer to Appendix I for standard and special
stipulations.

SHORT-TERM USE of MAN'S ENVIRONMENT and the MAINTENANCE

of LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

The relationship between short-term uses of man's environment and the
maintenance and enhancement of Tong-term productivity is complex.
Short-term uses are those that generally occur on a yearly basis on some
part of the Forest, such as Tivestock grazing as a use of the forage
resgurce, and recreation and irrigation as a use of the water resource.

Long~-term refers to longer than the 50-year period analyzed by the
Forest Plan. Productivity refers to the capability of the land to
provide resource outputs. Soil and water are the primary factors of
productivity and represent the relatjonship between short-term uses and
long-term productivity.

Forest management 15 a long-term venture. Managers of the National
Forest think in terms of what many people view as the distant future.
Rotations for production of timber, and the associated outputs of water,
wildlife, and visual quality range from 10 to 150 years on this Forest.
Hydrologic recovery of watersheds for water quality purposes may be 40
years, The Multiple Use-Sustained Yield act of 1960 defined sustained
yield as the "achievement and maintenance in perpetuity of a high Tevel
annual or periodic output of the various renewable resources of the
National Forests without impairment of the productivity of the Tands".

Earlier sections of this chapter displayed resource outputs and
consequences for the planning period. The Forest Plan is a Tong-range
plan to provide direction for the next 10 years (or until revised) and

incorporates the sustained yield of resource outputs while maintaining
productivity of the resources.

NATURAL or DEPLETABLE RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

Natural resource requirements for implementing the Proposed Action or
any of the other alternatives considered in detail require the basic
s0il and water resources and associated plant and animal communities
that comprise the forest and rangeland ecosystems. The various
alternatives are composed of combinations of management prescriptions,
all of which are designed to maintain or enhance the productivity of
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renewable resources and to protect the productivity of the basic soil
and water resources, Mitigation measures to insure protection of the
resources are described under the various resource elements 1n Chapter
IV, and in the standards and guidelines included in the Forest Plan.

Depletable resources include minerals and energy resources such as oil and
gas. In these cases, the conservation of these resources is keyed directly
to the rate of removal. Mitigating measures for protection of the renewable
resources while extracting minerals or energy resources will be incorporated
in all project activity plans.

Cne element of natural resources that may be considered as depletable is the
plant and animal species that are 1isted as threatened or endangered.
Official recovery plans have been developed for the bald eagle, peregrine
falcon, and the black-footed ferret. At this time, the Ashley Forest does
not have an assigned role 1n the recovery action plans. The Forest will
continue to work with the Regional Office, U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service,
State Game Agencies (both Utah and Wyoming), and Recovery Teams to determine
the Ashley role and to plan, schedule, and complete recovery projects.

J. URBAN QUALITY, HISTORIC, and CULTURAL RESOURCES

Urban quality will be little impacted by implementation of the proposed
action or any of the alternatives. Most impacts would be related to social
and economic factors such as employment and population changes as a direct
result of National Forest activities. As noted in Chapters II, IV, and
Appendix B, changes in employment and population as a result of Forest
activities are insignificant due to the Tow percentage of the total impacted.

A1l ground disturbing projects and activities require an archeological review
and inventory prior to implementation. Historic and cultural sites
inventoried will be evaluated for significance by a qualified archeologist in
cooperation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). Significant
s;tes, if located, will be nominated to the National Register of Historic
Places.

Implementing the Plan would not result in the transfer, sale, demolition, or
substantial alteration of eligible or existing National Register properties
under Federal jurisdiction, Additionally, the Plan will not effect
non-federally owned districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects of
historical, architectural, or archaeological significance.
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V. LIST OF PREPARERS

Floyd Bartlett

This chapter 1ists those individuals who have been major contributors or
participants in the Forest Planning Process.
one of three "teams" or groups.

Paersonnel are listed under

However, several individuals have

functioned as members of more than one team,
assignment basis.,

Range, Wildlife and Watershed Staff

Jerry Davis

Area Ranger, Flaming Gorge NRA

B.S. Forestry (Wildlife)
M.S5. Wildlife Management

Terry Hopson

Recreation, Lands, and Mineral staff

B.S. Forest Management

David Kimbrough
Administrative Officer
B.S. Forest Management

Carol Lyle

District Ranger, Vernal
B.S. General Science
B.S. Range Science

Don Peterson

District Ranger, Duchesne
B.S. Forest Management
B.S. Range Management

at Teast on a temporary

Responsibie for directing the planning effort and for decision making.

Twenty-four years Forest
Service experience
inctuding two year as
Range, Wildlife and
Watershed Staff Officer and
fifteen years experience as
District Ranger on four
districts.

Twinty-two years of Forest
Service experience on five
National Forests including
s1X years as District
Ranger on three Ranger
Districts.

Twenty-nine years of

Forest Service experience
including nine years as a
Forest Staff Officer on the
Fishlake and Ashley Forests
and four years as a
District Ranger.

Twenty-three years of
Forest service experience
including eight years as an
Administrative Officer on
the Tongass and Ashley
Forests.

tEleven years of Forest
Service resource management
experience including two
years as a District Ranger.

Eighteen years of Forest
Service experience
including eight years as
District Ranger on two
Ranger Districts.,



Bill Price
Timber-Fire Staff Officer
B.S Forest Management

Grant Thorson
District Ranger, Roosevelt
B.S. Forest Management

Twenty-six years of Forest
Service experience
including four

years as Forest Staff
Officer in the Ashley.

Twenty-two years of Forest
Service experience
including sixteen years as

District Ranger on three
Ranger Districts,

Twenty-six years of Forest
Service experience
including six years as
Deputy Forest Supervisor of
the Gifford Pinchot Forest,
three years as a District
Ranger, and two years as
Forest Supervisor of the
Ashley.

Duane G. Tucker
Forest Supervisor
B.S. Forest Management

In addition to the above incumbents, several members of the Management Team
have moved to other assignments or retired. These individuals are:

Ron Boatner - Former Administrative Officer, now Administrative Officer
on the Klamath National Forest, Yreka, California.

James N. Craig - Former Forest Superviser, now assistant director of
Aviation and Fire Management, Pacific Northwest Region, Portland,
Oregon.

Joel Frandsen - Former District Ranger at Duchesne, now Range, Wildlife,
and Watershed Staff Officer, Manti-Lasal National Forest, Price, Utah.

Norm Hack - Former Range, Wildlife and Watershed Staff Officer-retired.
Dave Keddy - Former District Ranger at Roosevelt, now Supervisory
Forester at the Dutch John Unit of the Flaming Gorge Ranger District,
Dutch dohn, Utah.

J. Kirby Lee -~ Former Forest Engineer, now Forest Engineer on the Boise
National Forest in Boise, Idaho.

Bob Meinrod - Former Area Ranger at Flaming Gorge National Recreation
Area. Now Range, Wildlife, and Staff Officer, Dixie National Forest.

John Robatcek - Former Timber/Fire Staff Officer, now Timber/Fire Staff
Officer on the Sawtooth National Forest in Twin Falls, Idaho.

Dick Snyder - Former Forest Engineer, now assigned to Northern Regicn in
Missoula, Montana.
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Responsible for developing the Forest Plan and Environmental Impact

Statement.

Alan Baird
Forest Landscape Architect
B.S. Landscape Architecture

Bob Hurley
Fisheries Biologist
B.S. Fisheries

Dariene Johnson
Soils Scientist
B.S. Botany

Ann Matekjo
Public Affairs Specialist
B.A. English and Education

John Rupe
B.S. Civil Engineering

M.S. Transportation Engineering

Jack Watson
Forest Planner
B.S. Forest Management

Charles Borda

Forest Economist

B.A. History/Economics
M.A. Economics

Shepard Buchanon
Zone Economist
B.S. Economics
M.S. Economics
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Twenty-three years of Forest Service
experience on two Forests including
nine years of participation in land
use and Tand management planning,

Ten years of Forest Service
experience on two National Forests
and three years with U.5. Fish and
WiTdiife Service.

Seven years of Forest Service
experience on two Forests
including four years of land
management planning.

Ten years of Forest Service
experience on three National Forests
including serving as a member of the
Targhee National Forest Planning
Team,

Nine years of Forest Service
experience on two National Forests.
Worked on analysis and responses to
comments received for Draft EIS.

Thirty years of Forest Service
experience in resource management,
including fourteen years in land use
and land management planning on three
Forests.

As with the Management Team, a number of Core Team members have moved,
resigned or have been re-assigned to other jobs or other locations.

Three years of Forest Service
Experience on the Ashley National
Forest.

Now with Bonneville Power
Administration in Portland, Oregon.
Functioned as core team member on the
Ashley Forest for the first two years
of the planning effort. Also
provided economics input for
Wasatch-Cache and Uinta Nattional
Forest plans.



Mary Sue Fisher
Wildiife Biologist

B.S. Biological Sciences
M.S. Wildlife Science

Darrell Johnson
Silviculturist
B.S. Forest Management

Ed Lindquist
Wildlife Biologist
B.S. Wildlife Management

Bi1l Perry
Wildlife BioTlogist
B.S. Range and Wildlife

Richard Williams
Wildlife Biologist
B.S. Wildiife Science

Assigned temporarily as a Core Team
member. Also functioned as a Support
Team member providing wildlife data.
Four years Forest Service experience
as a Wildlife Biologist. Now
assigned to the Thunder Basin
National Grassland in Wyoming,

Twenty years of experience in timber
and fire management with the Forest
Service, Now assigned as
silviculturist for the Northern Utah
Shared Service Timber Group. Charter
member of the Core Team.

Twelve years of Forest Service
experience in wildlife management and
fire control. Served as charter
member of the Core Team. Now
assigned to the Superior National
Forest in Duluth, Minnesota.

Eight years of range and wildlife
management experience. Includes one
year in range management with the
Bureau of Land Management and seven
years on three National Forests in
range and wildlife. Now assigned to
the Nebraska National Forest in
Chadron, Nebraska.

Ten years experience with the Forest
Service, including seven years as a
wildlife biologist. Assigned
temporarily to the Core Team during
the planning process and also
provided specialist input for
wildiife. Now assigned as a wildlife
bioTogist on the Uinta National
Forest in Utah.

The support team provided not only specialized data input but also included
critical support such as drafting, typing, editing, and a number of other
functions, without which the plan could not have been prepared within the
limited time frames available.

Archaeology - Marilyn Mlazovsky

Energy Consumption and Transportation Planning - John Rupe

Facilities and Engineering -~ Ken Lesh, Guy Goodwin, Merlin Walker, and
Larry Allred.

Fire - Ivan Erskine, Gail Herrmann, Helen Frazier, and Mike Bergfeld
Fisheries - Bob Hurley and Brady Green

Hydrology - Tim Burton and Dave Kennell
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Lands and Minerals - Dave Black

Range -~ Gary Laing, Brent Larsen, Doug Prescott, Rod Player, Jim Chard
and Greg Mckenzie

Recreation - Guy Pugmire

Soils ~ Leon Chamberiain

Timber - Dave Bassler and Dick Rosemier

Wildlife - Rick Brazell

Budget and RPA Linkage - Glenn Parker

Computer Assistance - B. Gay Nelson, Lorrie Canto, and Linda Murray
Drafting - Kim Young, Gina Reese, and Chris Oprandy

Mapping and Acreage Computation - Megan Timoney, Ross Moncrief, Lisa
Richens, and Amy Adams.

Typing - Rene' Creasy

In addition to the support provided by the above T1isted individuals,

specialist support and critique was provided by Regional Office personnel in
various functional areas.

V-5



CHAPTER Vi
LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS,
AND PERSONS TO WHOM COPIES

OF THE STATEMENT ARE SENT



CHAPTER VI

CONSULTATION and LIST of AGENCIES,
ORGANIZATIONS and PERSONS to WHOM
COPIES of the STATEMENT are SENT
OVERVIEW

This chapter discusses Forest pubilic Involvement and consultatlion with a
variaty of publics during formulation of the final Plan and fimnal EIS. I
also responds ‘o substantive comments recelved during the public comment
period for the proposed Plan and draft EIS.

The first section of this chapter, CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS BETWEEN THE DRAFT
AND FINAL EIS, summarizes the public involvement efforts undertaken throughout
the planning effort comment period and summarizes the qgeneral +tone of the
rasponsaes on the proposed Plan and draft E!S. Prior to publlcation of the
proposed Pjan and draft E!S, letters, pearsonal contacts by individual Rangers
and Forest staffs, and meetings with various interast qroups were used to give
paeonle and organizations opoortunitlies to review the resolution of issues and
concarns and prealiminary alternatives.

The second saectlon, PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS AND PROPOSED FOREST PLAN
AND FOREST SERVICE RESPONSES, contalins at| tetters received and Forest Service
rasponses to the substantive comments as well as qgeneral responses when a
specitic concern was addresed by a number of people.

The third section of the chapter, MAILING LIST, lists all those to whom copies
of the final statement have been sent. The Ashley Nationa! Forest has provided
publ ic involvement opportunities throughout tha Forest's planning process as
directed by the National Environmenta! Pol icy Act (NEPA). Federal, State. and
local qovernment agenclias and etected officials were informed and consulted.
Individual Fforest users and Interast qroups also had opoortunities +o
particlipate.

I. CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS
BETWEEN THE DRAFT and FINAL EIS

Summary of Pybiic Participation Activities

The Notice of Intent was pubtished In the Federal Reqister In 1980, and a
revised notice of Intent in 19835. The proposed Ptan and draft EIS were flled
with the Environmental Protection Agency and made avallable to the public In
July, 1285. News releases werse also prepared for the medla iIn Provo, Salt
Lake, Duchesne, Roosevelt, and Manila, Utah, and in Evanston and Rock Springs,
Wyoming. About 475 coples of the DEIS, Forest Plan, and Map Package were
distributad to the people and organizations on the Forest Plan mailing !ist.
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The deadline for submission of written comments was October 25, 1985, All
writtan comments received are Included In +his Chapter,

Durlng the month of August, opan houses were held at all Ranger District
offlces to present fhe proposed Plan 1o the public and t0 answer any
quastions. Also, savera! meetings were held In the spring and summer of 1986
the Governor of Utah, with County Commissioners, with Congressional delegation
staffs, with State (both Utah and Wyoming) Wiidl Ife Resource agencles, with Ute
Indian tribal officlials, with orqanized groups, and with some Indlviduals to
discuss the Plan,

Summary of Comments

The Ashiey National Forest received 101 responses from a variety of Interested
people and organizations. Most comments coverad a varlety of concerns. All
comments were fully considered by the Interdiscipl inary and Forest Management
Teams. Comments were judged by the Issues and substance, not by the number of
respondents to a particular concern.

The content analysis presents, fn summary form, the major {ssues raised by
raespondents about the proposed Forest Plan. The purpose of this overview Is to
alve an Idea of what was being said by the public. For more detail, Individual
comments publ ished later in this document should be reviewed.



. ll. PUBLIC COMMENTS and FOREST SERVICE RESPONSES

A. ASHLEY PUBLIC CONTENT ANALYSIS SUMMARY

The Ashley distributed 474 copies of the DEIS and Draf+ Plan +o 350
Indlviduals, organizations, buslnesses and governmental aqencles.

The Ashley recelved 101 responses for a 29% return,

The following specltflc lssues or concerns received 24 or more publlc comments
and are judged as major concerns:

A-

E.

F.

G.

H.

Timber Harvest:

Balow cost sales:

Minerals:

DE|IS/Pian Adequacy:

Roadlaess Areas:

Roads:

ORV's:

Special Areas:

49 (49%) onposed tha Preferred Alternative.
1 (19) favored the harvest tevel if not
below=-cost.

44 (44%) were In opposlition to below cost sales,

44 (44%) wanted more minerals restrictions, more
control over minerats development, or more
axpl icit Information on where and what can be
done.

40 (40%) expressed concern over NEPA and NFMA
comp| fance in the Draft,

33 (33%) expressed a desire for some level of
roadiess area protection during +the planning
period.

32 (32%) were concerned over the amount of road
construction.

29 (29%) Iidentified a need for stronqer control,
management, and restriction of ORV's,

24 (24%) identified areas needing special
treatment,



Found In tetters:

Found In letters:

Found In letters:

B. SUMMARY OF RESPONSES BY MAJOR TOPIC
DEIS/Ptan  Inadequacy: Respondents considered +he Draft

Inadequate because: narrow range of alternatives: plan too
complex and difficult fto understand; timber plan: had too
much timher and not a multiple use plan; pnlan should
consider the dliversity of all veqetative types, not Just
timber: an uneven-agad altarnative Is needed; elasticlity
problem.

(Kay: O=0rganizations: B=Businesses: G=Government Agqencies
and 1 = Individuals)

O"l 5' sp 7’ 10; '19 !2

I-t, 4, 5, 6, 9, 16, 19, 20, 21, 26, 27, 29, 33, 34, 35, 36,
39, 40, 42, A4, 46, 47, 48, 50, 52, 53

B-4, 5, 6, 10, 1

G-“O. 11

Total = 40

: Some respondents preferred a
difforent alternative; +too much dependence on increased
budget: publ ic wants Forest to be "faft as isM: MacCleery
decision: select non-market with modificatlions.

o-1, 5, 6, 8, 10, 11, 12, 20, 45, 47
1-43

B-§, 9

G-9, 11, 22

Total = 16

Below Cost Sales: Many respondents are ooposed to below
cost sales: some wanted harvest only to benefit other

rasources,

o-t, 3, 5,6, 7, 8, 11, 12

|-2, 5, 7. 9, 1" 14y 15) 16' 17, 18' 19, 2'9 23; 25. 26'
27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 34, 35, 36, 39, 40, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46,
47, 48, 49, 50, 53, 54

Total = 44
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Found In tetters:

Found In letters:

Found In letters:

Found in ijetters:

Roads, Construction Management: Many respondents opposed
mora road construction: some favored closing roads to
control access and several noted that more road management
Is neadad,

0-1, 3, 5. 6, 7, 8, 11, 12

-2, 4, 5, 6, 9, 1V, 17, 18, 21, 27, 28, 29, 30, 3t, 34, 36,
38, 40, 46, 49

B-6, 9, 11

G-9

Total = 32

Roadless Aress: Many respondents were concerned with
"road|ess™ area management.

0-t, 5, 6, 8, 10, 12

-3, 4, 6, 9, 11, 14, 16, 19, 20, 23, 26, 27, 28, 29, 34,
35, 36, 40, 42, 44, 46, 47, 48, 52, 53, 54

B~-11

Total = 33

Recreation: Several respondents Indicated that more
emphasis should he placed on +the recreation resource;
recreation demand in Plan was too conservative: conflicts
between +types of dlspersed recreation: need for +rall
maintenance, construction, and management.

0-1’ 8! 10, 12
-5, 11, 17, 20, 21, 28, 29, 35, 38, 42, 48
G-9, 10, 22

Total = 18

Timber Harvest: Most respondents opoosed the timber harvest
level; opposed to iogging on 40% plus slopes: opposed +to
logging in higher elevations, riparian areas, and wildlife
habitat (critical): want harvest from existing roads only;
don't want harvest of species not susceptible to beetles:
concerned about departure., One respondent did favor tha
harvest feve! increase If not below cost: remove lands from
timber base because of suitablil ity.

c-1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, t0, 11, 12

|1-2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 21, 23, 25,
26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 35, 36, 39, 40, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46,
47, 48, 49, 50, 53, 54

B~-6, 11, B-10

Total = 49 agalinst | for
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Found in letters:

Found in latters:

Found in letters:

Found In letiers:

Found in [etters:

Use Prescrihed Fire: Severa! respondents recommended that

fire be used as one method for beetle control.

0-1, 6, 10, 11, 12
1-2, 43

Total = 7

Euelwood: Several respondents requested more fueiwood
pol icy discussion and/or modified controt/requlation.

B-6, 7, 8, 9, 10
G-1

Total = 6

ORY: Number of respondents noted that ORV's need +o be
controllad or restricted.

0-1, 3, 7, 8, 11, 12

1-2. 3, 4, 5, 6, 9, 11, 15, 19, 26, 27, 29, 30, 31, 35, 36,
40, 42. 44, 45, 46, 47

B-11

Total = 29

Wilderness: Several respondents wanted willderness standards
and quide!inas specified; need for consistency with Wasatch:
control of qrazing permittees In wildarnass.

0-1, 5, 7, 8, 10

-2, 16, 18, 27, 32, 34, 35, 40, 48
G-22

B-11

Total = 16

Minerals: Many respondents expraessed concern about
minerals; need more restriction on mineral exploration and
davelopment; inadequate treatment of minerals: more
definitive descrintion of minerals restrictions and
location.

0-1, 3, 5, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12

I~2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 11, 14, 16, 18, 19, 21, 23, 25, 26, 27,
28, 29, 33, 34, 35, 36, 39, 40, 42, 44, 46, 47, 49, 50, 53,
54

G-10

G-2, 5, 11

Total = 44
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Found In

Found in

Found in

Found In

Found In

letters:

jetters:

|etters:

letters:

letters:

Speclfic Area Congerns: Several areas were noted as needing
some speclflc management treatments: high elevation (9,700
feet), Boll les, lLakeshore Basin, Uintah River, Flsh Creek,
Pole Creek and Chepeta Road, Waeyman Park, Dry Fork, west
slope of Marsh Peak, riparlan areas, and National Natural
Landmarks.

o_f, 5] 7, ‘2
"2, 6. 9. 11’ 25’ 26' 270 28, 29, 35, 36, 39' 40’ 42. 44’
47, 52
B~11
G-'IO. 22
Total = 24
Brown's Park Road: Two respondents opposed the Brown's Park

roads five respondents supported the proposal. Dlistrict
communication indicated a number of local publics are
opposed but written response was not sent by them.
O-11, 12
G=-12, 13, 14, 18
B=0
Total = 7
RNA's: All alternativas should include the RNA's,
0-1, 4, 11, 12
Total = 4

Standard and Guide!lines: Two respondents indlicated too much
flaxibit ity,

-9
6-9

Total = 2

Pradataor Control: One respondent was ooposed to predator
control, one favored predator control as necessary.

0-2, 12
Total = 2
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Found In tetters:

Found in

Found in

Found in

Found in

letters:

letters:

lettors:

letters:

Range Use: Two respondents opposed grazing use on "poorh
condition range;: one respondant opposed subsidizing qrazing:
one raspondent favored Increased sheep alloiments, common
use, and continuing range Iimprovement program.

0=-1, 2, 12
Total = 3

Wildtifa: There was an overall c¢oncern about lack of
wildl 1fe emphasis In the prefarred alternative; lack of
direction for sensitive specles management: opposition to
the reintroduction of opredator species: concern about
Increased wildl ife popufation impacts on ad facent
|andowners: support for reintroduction of TAE specles.

0=2, 4
Totat = 2

Water: Several respondents expressad concern with increased
water yleld and the affects on water quallty: one respondent
favored the preferred alternative because of Increased water
vield.

0-1, 6, 11, 12
G-15

Total = 5

Land Exchanga: A few respondents expressed concern over
fand ownership and interchanqge.

1-22
B-9, 10

Total = 3

Mapping: Several respondents requested additional maps as a
part of the Forest Plan.

0-1, 12
~26
G-10
B~-2, 5

Total = 6

In addition to the above, one respondent favors managling the
Ashiey Natlonal Forest ian I+s entirety as a classlfled
"rasarva® and one respondent recommended Wild and Scenic
status for Rock Creek.



()

C. GENERAL FOREST SERVICE RESPONSE STATEMENTS

The qeneral raesoonse statements were put together o answer those comments and
Concerns that recelived a siqnificant amount of emphasis. They address concerns
by statement number and are referenced to the right side of public {etters,
When the oublic concern fails under one of the genaral statement cateqoriaes,
the response can he found by looking at these general statements. Those
comments or concerns not covared by these general responses are answered to the
right side of the lefter with an individuval responsae. The following 22 general
statements cover & majority of the publlics' concerns.,

General Statements (GS)

1. Beiow Cost Sales

2. Protaction of lUndeveloped Areas

3. Mineral Restrictions

4, Timber Harvesting: Volume, Bestle Kill, 40% Stopes, Demand, Wiid) ife
5. Combined with #4

6. Combined with #4

7. ORV Management

8. Combined with #10

9. Road Construction and Reconstruction

10. Array of Alfernatives

1t. Alternative J - New Proposed Alternative
12. Protaction and Enhancement of Wildl ife Habltat
13. Management of Botl laes

14, Wilderness Management

15. Sustalned Yiald

16. No #16

17. Prescribed Fire for Dead lLodqepolse

18. Browns Park Road

19, Ciearcutting

20. Rastrict Harvesting to Existing Roads
21. Combined with #12

22. Plan Complaxity
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General Statement H
BEIL.OW COST SALES

The question of "below cost sales®™ has become one of national
concern. National policy Is stated by the Chlef of the Forast
Service as follows: WAs a general rule, the +imber sale program
on a Natlonal! Forest should be managed so that total benafits
oqual or exceed the costs over time" and further, "The timber
sale program should be planned and conducted In an economically
efficlent manner, consistent with applicable land management
plans, ™

We are in the process of changing some +imber sales to an over
basis Instead of on a value basis. This practice will reduce the
preparation and !ayout costs and therefora will Improve economic
afflciency.

Many future timber sales on the Ashley Forast will falit into the
cateqory of "helow cost" as a result of low value species
(lodgenote) aqaravated hy a very high percentage of dead material
(lodgepola killed by pine bark beetle epidemic) being included in
the sates. Sales will be made in compl fance with the Forest L and
and Resource Management Pian and will be hased on meeting the
Chief of the Forest Service's intent that any timber sale program
must provide total Forest beneflts. Benefits considered include
not only the dollar value of the timber sold byt also the benefit
of reqensrating a new timber stand in place of the beetiea~k!llad
stand; +the bhensfits +o be gained In creating or increasing
wildl ife habitat diversity over the long term: the banafits of
reducing the potential for major and catastronhlc fire occurrence
by breaking up the continuous fuel bed; the benefits to be gatned
over the long term by baqinning to rehabilitate visual quality
whare dlvarsity Is belng reduced by the extensive heetle-kiil:
and the benefits to ba gained by providing some stabliity In a
seriously impacted local! economy.

The issue of "below-cost" +imber sale needs to be judged on the

net effects of all the sales in the program, and not just the
individual sales themselves.
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Ganaral Statement #2
PROTECTION OF UNDEVELOPED AREAS

In accordance with release lanquage contained In the Utah
Wilderness Act of 1984, undeveloned areas outside of those
desiqgnated Wilderness, can be roaded where such activitlies as
tmher, recreation, wildl ife, enerqy, range, flre control or of!
and qas beneflits are neaded during the next decade.

The preferrad Alternative J sliqniflcantly reduces road
constryction associated with +imber harvest. No roading for
timber harvest is planned on an area In excess of 200,000 acres
durtng the flrst decade. This 1s shown on the Map of Undeveloped
Areas at the End of the Plannlng Period, attached +to the EIS.
Area q Is also protected through an undeveloped prescription.

The naxt planning period will provide +he opportunity +o
reaxamine thoss undeveloped areas for wliderness.

Genaral Statement #3
MINERAIL, RESTRICTIONS

In addition to the constralnts on mineral development shown In
Chapter IV of the E|S and Chapter IV of the Ptan, area g wll! be
desIgnated no surface occupancy. Beyond this, the Forest Service
exarclses control over surface resources through recommendation
of standard and spectal Jlease stipuiations on each application
rece ived. These stipui{ations orotect riparian, wll{darnass,
wildl ife, and other surface resources. Through proper appl ication
of the existing stipulations, the surface resources c¢an be
protacted without wholesale withdrawal and unlawful restriction
of mineral exploration and devslopment. Copiles of Standard and
Special Stipulations are in Appendix | of the EIS and B of the
Plan,
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General Statement #4
TIMBER HARVESTING: VOLUME, BEETLE EPIDEMIC, 407 SLOPES, DEMAND,
WILDL IFE

The preferred alternative has reduced +he annual timber sale
volume from 27.0 MMBF to 21.0 MMBF, Thils reductlion occurred due
to the &l Imination of schedulead harvesting on siopes exceeding
40%, deleting the harvesting of aspen as sawlogs, deferring some
potential harvest areas bacause of their unroaded
characteristics, and deleting some sales that oroved not to be
the best resource managemant option at this time. The target of
21.0 MMBF is below theo allowable sale quantity (ASQ) of 25.86
MMBF identiflied In the approved 1978 Timber Management Plan,
which will remain In effect untll the Ashley Forest Plan Is
approved.

The market demand In 1985 axceeded the 25.0 MMBF (ASQ) +hat was
offered and scld. We anticipate that this demand will continue
at a high ltevael for an extended parliod of time.

Except in Isolated, tive, uninfested stands, future harvesting in
the todgepole and ponderosa pine ecosystems will have |ittle or
no effect on the mountain pine heetia. The beetle eplidemic has
peaked and Is on the decline, mainly due to the lack of live
trees sufficlent to support |arge populations.

The ob jectives of harvesting the dead material are: 1) To allow
peoplae to use some of the material prior o I+s beling burned in a
wildfire (The natural way a lodgepole forest regenarates is
through larqge wildfires). Wildfire can cause unacceptable solil
lossas, flooding, stream and lake pollution, wildlife losses and
reduced habitat dlversity, air pollution, and reduced visual
qual ities and recreational opportunitlies. 2) To accomplish site
preparation by providing optimum sofl conditions for seeds to
qgrow in, thus obtaining a new stand that will provide wood for
future generations. 3) To remove surrounding dead materlial +to
hetp protect new stands from destruction by wildfire. Standing
dead trees will fatl In 20 - 25 years. [f the stand does not
burn with the increased fuel loadling, any future reforaestation or
timber stand improvement work will be siqnificantly hampered by
the downfall of logs. 4) To remove, with the dead harvest, the
t ive, overtopping, mistletoe-infected trees that spread mistietos
to +the developina new stands. 5) To develop stand aqe
divarsity, thereby improving wildiife habitat. Typically,
lodgepole stands are even aged monocultures. By staggering the
cuts over time, we can achlieve some variation in stand ages.
Wildl ife habitat is best when there Is a 40/60 cover-forage ratio
In lodgepotie., Currently, due to the extensive lodgepole stands,
the Ashley Is excessive In the cover categqory, and low in the
forage. Small clearcuts Improve the amount of forage, white
providing optimum conditions for the shade Intolerant lodgepols
to qrow. 6) To Increase water vyielids. And 7) to Improve the
recraationai experlence for Forest visitors.

Timber sales are heing scheduled that are dasiqned for Improving

witdl fe habitat where wlild! Ife management (s tha objJective and
the timber Is a side bheneflt.
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General Statement #5 - Combined with #4

Ganeral Statement #5 - Combined with #4

Ganaral Statement #7
GENERAL ORV RESTRICTIONS

Criteria for establlishing ORV restrictions are set forth Iin the
Standards and Gulidel ines section of the Plan. These provide the
means of protecting the Forest from damage to the basic soll,
wvater, wildl ife, and assthetic resources while at the same time
providing an opoortunity for this form of motorized recreation.
The monitoring section of the Plan provides the means whereby a
further evaluation or change In management direction can be
trigaered when resource damage occurs, or for other stated
reasons. ORV's as well as other fravel restrictions will be
handled through the Travel Plan which will be reviewed annually
and updated as necessary.

Genaral Statement #8 - Combined with #10

General Statement #9
ROAD CONSTRUCTION AND RECONSTRUCTION

The mlles of road to be constructad/reconstructed have bean
reduced from 34.1 mites per year proposed In the Draft Forast
Ptan to 25.8 milas per year,

A new addition to Table |1-4 better axplalins our methodology for
astimating and dispiaying road mileage. In our draft pian, we
incorrectly led reviewers to assume 3,000 miles of permanent
roads would be constructed; the new chart separates construction
and reconstruction of permanent roads from temporary roads.
Approximately 80 percent of the roads to be constructed are
temporary roads, skid trails and landings. Of the remaining 20
percent which would be permanent, 40 percent wouid be newly
constructed and 60 parcent reconstructed.

The preferred Ailternative J, shows 2.7 miles of system road
constructed and 4.1 miles of road reconstructed each year for
this decade. In addition, most of the new permanent roads which
will be built are local roads: most of them wilt he qated after
initlat activities are completed.

Resource management objectlives and anvironmental constraints are
consldered in pianning for new roads. |t Is not our objective fo
construct roads for the sake of building roads. Local roads will
be located In areas where this Plan allows activitles which will
require access.
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General Statemant #10
ARRAY OF ALTERNATIVES

Several respondents have questioned the array of alternatives.
The Final EIS Includes one additionai modified altermative ()
which should answer most of the concerns of people that desired
another alternative with more recreation emphasis and/or amenity
value emphasis. Alternative J was developed In response to
publ ic Impact, but overail is still within the framework of the
original DEIS and Is a modified version of +the exlsting array.
The array of alternatives displayed In the Draft EIS did have a
considerable range, This range, or variation, Is most easlily
understood by referring to Tables |1-4 and 11=5 in the EIS.

In most Instances the reference to the !ack of afternatives was
tled +o timber harvest levels, road construction, and areas
avallabie for minerals activities. The amount of timber sales
offered in Table !{1-4 of the DEIS varied from 1.0 MMCF In
Alternative F +o 10.9 MMCF per vyear in Alternative |. At an
averasqge conversion of 4 board feet per cublic foot, Alternative F
woufd have an approximate sel! volume of 4 million board feet,
wel|l under the average sell volume for the recent past, and
Alternative | would have an approximate sell volume exceeding 40
mit!fon board feet, well [n excess of past averages.

The same comparison can bs mede for road mifeage +o bhe
constructed or reconstructed. Nota that estImated
construction/reconstruction in Table |!{-4 varles from a low of
4.2 miles In Alternative F to over 50 miles in Alternative |,

Both of the above comparisons are made for the first dacade or
the first planning perlod.

The modifled preferred alternative, alternative J, raduces the
amounts of road mileage and timber harvest considershly from the
current alternative.

Concerns over |ong +term roading statistics were answered by
"qround truthing” FORPLAN runs to0 come up with more reallstic
numbers, Alternative J projects a fower amount of road mileaqe
and timher harvest bhoth short term and long term. The plan will
be revised no tater than 15 years from now and we can expect
chanqges In roading and timber harvest based upon the changes that
10 +o 15 yoears from now will brinag.

f+ is important to realize that the Forest Service 1s committed
to the principles of multiple use management, and other publlc
recommendations advocating +the exclusive use of any gqlven
resource or activity at the expense of another on a given area of
land, qenerally can be accommodated onty In-so-far as they don't
infringe uoon or impact the basic acoiogical and blological neads
of the land itself.
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General! Statement #11
ALTERNATIVE 4 - MODIF IED PROPOSED ACTION (BALAMNCED RESOURCE
ALTERNAT IVE

Current national concern and Administration direction s toward
reducing budgets. in consideration of this dlraction, which
saveral reaspondents also recognized, and after analysis of the
pub! ic response to the Draft EIS and Forest Plan, it was decided
to prepare one addit+ional modiffed alternative for
consideration: This Is labeled Alternativa J. Alternative J Is
incorporated in the Final EIS with the nine other alternatives
displayed In the Draft.

Alternative J makes changes In the followinqg areas conslidered
critical by several respondents:

1. Timber harvest level has been raduced from 27 MMBF in
Alternative B to 21 MMBF per year in Alternative J.

2. Road construction and reconstruction was reduced from
34.1 mlles per year to 25.8 miles per year in the first
planning period. The method of calculating and dlisplaying
pronosed road construction and reconstruction was also
corrected to more reallstically depict planned actions.
Actual milaage would be 2.7 miles of construction and 4.1
miles of reconstruction per year for system roads.

3. The |listinga of candidate and potential candidate
Research Natural Areas was wupdated and included In
Altornative J.

4, Standard and spaecial stipulatlions for oll, gas and
mineral leasing have been added to the Plan's standards and
quidel Inas. These are t+he coordinated stipulations agreed
to by the BI.M and Utah Forests,

5. Wlldernass management standards and quldel ines have heen
coordinated with the Wasatch~Cache National Forest for the
High Uintas Wilderness and are Included in the Plan.

6. Criteria for annually reviewing and revising the Forest
Travel Plan are included as standards and quidel ines.

7. Four areas identified by several respondents as
dasarving some lavel of additional conslideration have been
added to Management Area g. These areas are: Flsh Cresk,
Upper Uinta Rivar, Lakashore Basin, and Weyman Park.
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8. Management Area q has a standard and quidel Ine that witl
resuit In recommending "no surface occupancy" for minerals
activitiaes,

9. A map has been added to the FlInal EIS which displays the
areas that will remain undeveioped at the end of the first
planning perliod.

10. The Forest oproposes site nreparation for natural
regensration on 11,000 acres during the first planning
period., This site preparation will]l be accomplished by
saevaral methods inctuding; burning, cutting, or crushing.
This proposal 1s dependent upon budgets. The NEPA process
wili be used +o fully dispiay the site speciflc and
cumul ative effects.

General Statement #12
PROTECTION AND ENHANCEMENT OF WILDLIFE HABITAT

All proposed prolects are analyzed to determine what the impacts
on other resourcas will be, If any adverse or unacceptable
Iimpacts are ldentifled, the project 1s elther modified to
al Iminate those adverse effects or the project Is etiminated.
This is especlally frue with reqards to wildlife. 1f an area Is
identifled as having slgniflcant values to wildlifa for winter
range, critical summer range, fawning and calving areas, riparian
zones, atc¢,, then timber harvesting Is elther scheduled to not
confl ict with those wlidl ife uses, or |t is deferred,

The preferred alternative J does not allow wild|ife habitat
reduction in relation to +imber harvest. The schedul Ing nortlon
of the plan provides for completing all projects opresently
identiflied for wildiife habitat enhancement. Both big agame and
fish hahi+at projects are planned in the Flaming Gorge NRA.

Timber sales are heing scheduied that are desiqned for Improving

wildiife habitat where wildl ife management is the objective and
the timber Is a side benafit.
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Ganeral Statement #13
MANAGMENT OF BOLL IES

Area g has been expanded to Include most of the area referred ‘o
as the "Bollias". This prescription includes a "no surface
occupancy® stipulation for all mineral lease app! lcations.

The declision +o allow continuad ORY use in portions of the
Bollies 1is bhased on several factors: the Utah Wiiderness Act
released this area for other types of uses; there has been,
fo-date, no evidence of extensive damage In the area; and the
area has historically been a favorite for ORV use, particularly
by snowmobllers., Therefore, we have determined portions of the
"Boi | jes" as suttable for ORY use.

While ORV use Is allowed. It Is qoverned by criteria In the
Standards and Gulde!Ines saction of the Plan. The monitoring
section of the Plan may trigger a further evaluation or change iIn
manaqgemant directlion reqarding continued ORY use in tha Bollles
as well as on the rest of the Forest.

General Statement #14
WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT

The entire section under Standards and Guidelines has been
rewritten fo strengthen tThe Wliderness management prescription
and to corralate with the Wasatch-Cache National Forest's
Management Plan. The monitoring section of the plan assures
compl lance with the Standards and Guidel ines,

General Statement #15
SUSTAINED YIELD

The "™sustained vield" concept Is applicable to a |iving, dynamic
Forest and has no retationship to dead non-growing stands,
Presently on the Ashley a slaniflcant percentage of the |odgepole
and Ponderosa pine stands are dead, which |imits the amount of
graen materlial +that can be harvested under sustained vield. The
smali acreages 1left that are stocked with {ive +trees has
significantly reduced the opportunity to provide green volume.
We will continue 4o manage these green stands under the sustalned
yield concept and add newly established ones as they mature.
Approximately 70% of the harvesting scheduled for this planning
period is comprised of dead material.

No Ganeral Statemant #16
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General Statement #17
PRESCRIBED BURNS FOR DEAD ).0ODGEPOLE

This year the Ashliey is beqinning a program of prescribed fire fo
reduce slash created by sales and for treatment of standing dead
todqapole pine to improve wildl ife habitat and reduce t+he Immense
areas of unbroken flire fuels,

General Statement #18
BROWN'S PARK ROAD

Daqgqatt County through funding by the State of tUtah is evaluating
a route which 1s commonily referred to as the Brown's Park Road.
This route would connect Colorado Highway 318 with Utah Highway
260, At thils time we have not heen advised of the findings from
this evaluation. Informal communication with the Utah Depariment
of Transportation Indicates a route 1s feasible but costs are
extremely high. While this route study will deat with location
and preliminary costs I+ Is not an analysis +hat considers
anvironmantal consequences. An environmental document must be
propared hbefore any declsions can be made reqgarding this route
comparad wlith other |locatlions, including the existing road
through Jesse Ewing Canyon and Clay Basin,

A document, "Final W!ld and Scenic Rliver Study and Final
Environmentai Statement®, prepared by the National Park Service,
April 1980 was submitted to the Congress by the Secretary of
Interior In November, 1983. This document recommends the Green
River, In the location of the route currentty being evaluated, to
be classifled as a Wild and Scenic River. It further states that
if the subject portion of the Green River 1s included in the Wild
and Scenic Rivers System, road construction within the visual
corridor will not be permitted If a feaslible and prudent
alternative exists.

Until action is taken by the Congress concernling this river's
classification, we bellave the corridor should he managed in I+s
existing condi+ion so as not +to preclude the options of +he
Congress.

These considerations are the reason for our recommendation in the
DEIS, and now In our Final, +o oppose any road alonqg the Green
River until Conqress has made a decision about +the Wild and
Scanlc River status proposal.
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Genaral Statement #19
CLEARCUTTING

Clearcutting is the widely accapted practice by experts in the
manaqgement of |lodgepole pine stands. Reasons for clearcutting in
ladgepole pine are: (1} Lodgepole pine s shade intolerant and
reproduces best when the stand is opan: the youna trees need
intanse suniight. (2) Dwarf mistietoe is prevalent In most old
growth stands and quickly reinfects the understory in partial
cuttings; mistietoe stunts new growth. (3) Windthrow is common
in partlally cut stands because of the shallow root structure,
and (4) Trees left as qrowlng stock In old qrowth stands ofton
will not release sesds from thelr closed cones unless the Intense
heat unlocks the resin.

General Statement #20
RESTRICT HARVESTING TO EXISTING ROADS

If we were to harvest timber only adjacent +o exlisting roads,
within a short period of tima we would not be abie t0 provide any
firewood, mina props, Christmas trees, sawlogs, or other forest
products to the publlic. However, the amount of »proposed road
construction has been reduced and proposed roads have been
dropped from a large portlon of the forest in the Final Plan.

General Statement #21 - Combined wit+h #12

General Statement #22
PLAN COMPLEXITY

We agree that the plan and accompanying EIS can seem lengthy and
confusing and the discussion of resource outputs, levels, cost
henefits, and anvironmental effects was difficult to follow In
the draf+t. While we have simplified and streamlined +he
documents somewhat in +he Final and made them more
understandable, we are still feqally required to inciude certain
information. Also, the fact remains that the effects of applying
a management alternative Y0 a complex area the size of the Ashley
National Forest will be complicated at best and will require
conslderable study.
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Kr. D. 3, Ticchker, Supervisor
Ashley TWational Forast N

U.S. Forast Szrvice ;
Ashten Tnervy Caonter, Suits L1150
1680 . Tizhway B0

Verazi, Tioh 34078
Dear Sir: .

Conr-ratulations oa complsting your Forest Plan and the DEIS. They are complete
far tle most sart, thecouzh, skisfulty done. T have ouly a few commants.

I ho_» the Rrgearch Natural Arzas systad can be guicly brought up to a useful
standard. I su--est thz standard achiasvad iz R-6.7ot onily atl tha major tyves
of vaoatation (ecosystans) should bz raprassuted, bat there should be roplication,
dirforznt ase classes of the various forost tjipes shculd ba rszrresentzd, and arzas
of sisaificnzc fo particular anirals sec. A5 M00OS ntardizan, mountain sheep,
dzer % 2% {wintsr ran-s 2spacially), bzaver, furb“arars such 25 asartza and
wolvarine should be represanted., Management in the future will cirtainiy curtail
k2 o_perturitias to =st clish approjriate latural Arzas. Aad I wourd urge that
the writaups include not only speciss iaventories odut data on ths prant communites
rasresaated. The forsst habitat classifications, such as Yanderson 2t at.t's i
for t-s Uinta Its (Utah State 1., 1977), are without a checkabts foundation 1f
ther> ars no RIA's including thes plots us2d for the classification.¥ou arz very
fortuzat: on the Ashiey to havs avallable such excelleat plant taxonomists as
Sherz: Goodrich and Tiizabzth Heess--their Uinta Basi. flora, 1G85, But taxonomic
understanding is only the first stap in uaderstz .ding the ecology of plants in
the {i=id.

Soze supecific points: Page II-21.
to win-er-feed eik as doess tha Wyouing
on sunmer range, as in nw ‘yoming.

I hope the Forest does not frezza 1tseif inte cizar cuiting as the onLy
siivieuttural wethod. Judiinz by pase B-3U thzras is a tack of data on the k;nds
of forest stands found on the Ash#sy. Sitvicurbturists on the Teton & Shashone "7
a fow decades aco dacided they kaew how o zanage those forests. FS reviewers
diszrreed ansequﬁntLy, and the wost ra2eent roview is stiil a black mark. The -
T2ton has clearcuts without ra2zen2ratioa siice cuttins 20 ylars aso.

Dozs tha T§ chaarze 310.17/aUM (.age III-31)? Thas could be dynanite.

Fo.e IV-b: i11r the roadiess arzas 1eft ocut of Uilderness crassification on

round b2 e11-1br: on 2 futurz rouad? & visorsus road buildinsg pro ram has

vuch ar2a freos "hadoernzss coasirdarsiion. hrre 1s always -reassure

Froi withan the F57

These ~reas cauntnot be renaviiitated?

If tivgar is manasad to maintain at tzast 3% as old

srowth ourdar than 200-300 years.

If the Utah Fish & Game Cormission decides
~iie & Fish, there could be arastic effect

the
alrzady r2.ovad
for -ore roads.
P. IV-28.
P. B-23:
means not much cuttiing in spruce wWith oid
o1d zrowth Lod esvole Zorz than 80 yzars?
P, Y-52. 3Riastiag. Does this restric
NF in R-47 If so, sor2ons had batter teis tihe

the Tarzhze apout 1t.
Sl.c"rnxy

Juek Hajor

srowth, thls
Or is

l1on & nuy to seismic lines? Qn all
se0ple on th2 Bridger-Teéon &

Rasponse to Jack Major

Wo have besn working with the Natura Consarvancy {see letter 0-4)
on the entire managament needs for estahl Ishing our Rasearch
Natural Area system.

To our knowiedge the WMah Division of Wildl ife Resourcas has no

plans to feed ek herds that populate tha Ashiay National
Forest,

Sea Genara| Statomant 19.

The valiue of an AUM of actual arazing on the forast fs $10.17 in
1978 dollars (Shep Buchanan, zone economist, 1930). Howevar,
Fedoral requlations sat the feaes wa can charge for gqrazing,
Presentiy. the price (s $1.35 par AUM.

Ses Gensral Statement 2.

These areas can be rehabl| Itated, If necessary. Howavar, onca

thesa areas are disturbed, they wou!d orobably no longer qual | fy
&s potentlal Resasrch Natural! Araeas.

We are not sure what you are asking In your question shout 5% old
qrouth. Lodgepole old qrowth on this Forast is usvally 160 yaears
and for soruce 1t Is 200 vears. Manaqement for old growth I[s
quided by criteria found in tha Standards and Gulde! ines saction
for both Timbor and Wildiife.

This restrictfon applias to major energy transmission system
construction and not to saismic operations.



s wbd NV IOk L s
RECLVED

i

i

| ¥

CHIERIEER

IR

Duane Tucker, Forest Supervisof

Ashley National Forest
Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150
Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear Sar:

SLC, Utah 84117

I am wraiting to comment on the proposed Ashley National
Forest Enviromentel Impact Statement and Land Management Plan.

As 1t now stands, the plan
considered acceptable,
concerns the horrendous increases
next 20 years.
w1ll be no below cost sales,
1t shoull be left alone.

has far too many flaws to be

Perhaps the most unacceptable part

in timber harvests over the

Any plan for harvesting must assure that there
If timber can't be sold at a profit
Mo harvesting of timber on slopes of

greater than 4u% should be allowed in order to prevent excessive
erosion, and cutting should be restricted to exasting roaded areas
with the construction of new logging roads kept to an absolute

minimum,

I'he plan cites the pine beetle infestation as a justifi-

cation for the large increases in
v0 me that a policy of controlled

the timber cut, Lt woula seenm

burns would be more effective, °

cost a lot less and in tne long run inflict less damage on the

forest.
The Bollies area shoula be
and URV use., Lthis high elevation
permait these kind of actavities.
be controlled so 4as not vo damage
management of that portion
which falls waitn the Ashley seens
plan.

¢losed to mineral aevelopment
terrain 1s too vulnerable to

in all areas, ORV use should
the land or disturn other users.
o1 the Hagh uintas wWilaerness
to nave been ignored in uine

Any rinal versio. must contain provisioans for maintaining

the quarity of the wilderness area including, 11 necessary,

restricting use 1. Some areas,

Your consiaeration o. tnese poants will be most apprecratved

Yours Truly
Gﬁ;zaﬂ;zzzajd—
Ul%on JE;Be on

! %

}Clayton Jd. Benton
1652 Lakewood Dr,

Response to Clayton J. Benton

Sen General
See General
Sea Ganeral
Sae Genoral
See General
Sea Ganeral

See Ganeral

Statemont #4
Statemant #1
Statement #20
Statement #17
Statement #13
Statement #7

Statoment #£14



".e Fore Service
Achton Enerecy Center
Tyuite 1159

Yernal, Utah 84078

Attnt Duane Tucker

near “r. Tucker,

As an avid nature lover, wilderness hiker, and a
nerson who believes in change only when long-term bene-
fits are obvious, T write to ask for some clarification
of your Ashley Forest Management Plan.

1) Are you oronosine to oven up logging areas not
now served by roads® Would not these intrusions certain-
ly deerade our national interest to preserve the natural
characzer of thse treasure lands and to improve the habi-
tat for our elk and deer?

2} wWhat if any steps are you taking to cut down
on the use by off-road vehicles of trails that nenetrate
risht into the hear:t of this unigue wildlife habitat?

Certainly these noisy conveyances should not be
allowed to intrude on the animals who require wilderness
to survive, and on thcse of us who come t¢ our nationa)
forests to get away from rotorized transportation.

Please have your nlan include striet penalties for
thrse who would wheel into these sensitive dalicate qQu2-
lity areas,

3) TDoes your plan get forth in plain words (which
would not be subject to misintervretation during its term)
ihat its fundamental purpose is to maintain or improve
the orieinal character of our lands which you hold in -
trust?

If your nlan gpoes contrary to this and allows intru-
sions by commercial interests, can you assure me that
such extractions can be restricted to veriods of strong
vroduct demand, and that any habitat ravaged will be
offset by the closing and restoration of other areas®?

If you can do neither, please let me know who, if
net the general nublie, and what, if not our wildlife,
vou sunpose to be the beneficlary of your guardianshin?

"hen znd where will these comments be considered,
and the vote on the provisions of your plan be taken?
The tad rumors I have heard will require that I take
time off to attend your meeting in the hove' of finding

cut they are not true.

Newton C. Estes

Response to Newiton C, Estes
Sae Goneral Statemant #2

Seo Ganeral Statemant #7

See Goneral Statement #12

The fundamental purpose of the Forest Plan and EIS is explalned
In the introduction of Chapter | of both documents. The Forest's
fundamantal purpose Is to manane oubllc lands for "muitiple use"
(range, wlidl Ife, watershed, wlldarness, recreation and timber).
We anpreclate your comments and hope tha changas In the Final
have improved Tt readibiiity.

See GCeneral Statemant #22

Because the plan meets multiple use oblectives, soma areas wlll
rocalve emphasis for commarclal uses: ofher areas will receive
emphasis for amenlties such as wildlife.

Welghling pub!lc comments Tz determined by substance. not number
of votes,
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454 South S00 East #37
Salt Lake City, UT 84111

14 October 1985

Duane Tucker, Forest Supervisor
Ashley National Forest

Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150
Vernal, UT 84078

Mr. Tucker:

After the Wasatch National Forest demonstrated total disregard for pub-
lic comments, I am reluctant to waste time commenting on the Ashley
National Forest draft plan, This plan has problems that cannot be solved
without starting over with a blank sheet of paper, anyway.

Just to list the major deficiencies, the plan is incomprehensible to the
point whére it 15 probably impossible to implement. It calls for a doubl-
ing of the timber harvest without any justification-- the Forest Service
admits that this 1s not the sclution to the pine bark beetle "problem.”

It opens sensitive alpine areas to ORV use. The plan offers no alterna-—
tive to opening 70% of the forest to mineral development. It calls for
major destruction of wildlife habitat. It proposes 3,000 miles of roads,
at taxpayer expense. It will damage watersheds through timber cutting

on slopes over 40%., It fails to adequately address wnld/scenic river
designation for Rock Creek.

The Ashley plan should be thrown in the trash and completely rewritten 1in
a form clearly understandable by the public and wath alternatives that re-
flect public desires for resource preservation and reflect the real situ-
ation on the ground.

Sincerely,

R tard Wanida—-

Richard M. Warnick

T A
e— o
PRETE N
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Rasponse to Richard M, Warnick

Wa appreclate your comments and hope the chanqas In +ha Flnal
have improved i+s readibl!ity.

See General Statement #22

Sae General Statemont #4

Sea Ganeral Statement #21

Sea General Statement #7

Saa Ganaral Statement #9

Sea General Statement #11

The proposed Wild and Scenlc Rivar deslgnatlion for Rock Creek was
studied and Rock Creek was el Iminated because the U.S5. Bureau of
Reclamation’s Upper Stillwater Dam ({Central Utah Project.
Bonnavilte Unit) would preclude sactions below the dam from belng
designated wild or scenic. Rock Creekx above the hlah water mark
of Upper S$+i1iwater Reservolr [s |ocated within the High Uintas

Witdarnassy therefore, desiaqnating '+ wild or scenlc would serve
no purpose.
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R, D, Pederson
P.0. Box 4ok
Vernal, UT 84078
November 13, 1985

N
-

ALl ALE S A e A

Duane Tucker, Forest Supervisor
Ashley National Forest

Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150
Vernal, UT 84C78

Deaxr Ir. Tucker:

Forestry by definition i1s "the science and art of forming, caring for, or
cultivating forests",

The forest plan of the Ashley Naticonal Forest seems to have forgotien 1ts

purpose, The forest 1s not only trees that can be harvested, it includes flora
and fauna that have no econcmic value but are st111l an integral part of the forest.
It has become painfully obvious that trees and the harvesting thereof is the only
considerataon of the Ashley National Forest plan, Perhaps a necessary and timely
reevaluation of the Ashley Hational Forest direction is in order, Perhaps a plan
that includes more viable alternatives and an array of choices wath respect to all
the aspects of a forest and 1ts' potential for multiple use, preservation of
riparian zones and watershed, and protection of animal habitat, 1s an i1dea whose
time has come,

The 1ncreased harvesting of trees at below cost, especially on slopes approaching
4(f seems to be Tidiculous and not in good keeping with responsible forest
management, There are other, more economically feasible, means of managing forests.
The Ashley MNational Forest plan considers harvesting trees as a commercial venture
only and does not consider the ramifications of such harvesting on the future of
the forest,thus insuring infestations of insects or disease in the future, Such
irresponsible management only leads to nature taking over and doing what is
necessary to protect the forest at some point in the future,

Along with the 100% increase in harvesting is the unacceptable amount of roads

to be buzlt with no plan for road closures to offset the increase. A forest with
over 3 miles of recad per square mile 1s no longer a forest tut a city with dirt
roads and a few trees.

The maneral development of the forest should also be more tightly controlled and
spelled out in the plan., Considerably less that 70% of the forest should be open to
mineral development with envaironmental impacts being of prame importance.,

Rasponse to R.D. Pederson
See Genoral Statament #1
Sea Ganeral Statement #£4
Soe General Statement #9

Sea General Statement #3



R. D, Pederson
P.0. Box 494
Vernal, UT O4(78
Page 2

Following 15 a sunmary of my objections to the Ashley National Forest plan as
now writient

1,

2.

Change the increased below cost harvesting of trees, Allow for more economical
and environmental oriented management,

Adopt a spoeific plan for mineral development, disallowing such development in
areas that can be permanently damaged either physically or aesthetically.

Adopl = more stringent road management policy reguiring a proportlonate road
closing for each new road built, either with gates that allew only authorized
use or more aggressive policies of closed roads.

Limit offroad recreational vehicle use in areas that are environmentally
sensitive and keep more of the forest closed to vehicular traffic.

Allow wildlafe habitat (e.g. elk calving, winter and summer ranges) to carry
more weight 1n deciding which areas are to be harvested or roaded.

Keep 1n mind the increasing value of recreation in the future years and a
broader view of multiple use so the forest can be used and enjoyed by all
pecple: hunters, hikers and fishermen,

Finally, I believe that summary of the plans of the Ashley National Forest should
be attached to the statements in the future so people who wish to comment would
not have to muddle throush the entire statement to discover the goals set forth in
the statement.

Thank you for the opportuniiy to comment,

Sincerely,

A7 -
/ﬁﬂ 7 %?’4/’2//&,//(

R. D, Pederson

{paqe 2)

Saa Ganeral Statement #7

The Forest has given high budaeting prlerity o0 road management
inciuding enforcement of road closures.

Genaral and speclfic ORY restrictlions are set forth In the
Standards and Gulidel ines section of the Plan. These provide the
means of protecting tha Forest from damage to +the basle seoll,
watar, and aesthetic resources while at the same +time providing
an opportunity for +this form of motorized recreation. The
monitoring section of the Plan also provides the means whershy a
further evalvation or change In manaqement direction can be
+riqggered whan resource damaqe occurs, or for other stated
reasons.,

Critical wiid!1fe habitat Is orotected from damagina activities
hy +he Standardes and Guldalinaes (o Witdl(fe, Timbar and
Riparian. In aeneral, summer ranne is not considered as critical
habitat and wiil not avtomatically be qiven oriority In assiqning
actlivitias.
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Norman P. Gregas
512 E. Center 3t.
Shenandoah,

October 8, 1985

U.5.D.A

Forest Plan

Forz<t Service

Ashley National Forest
Ashton Enersy Center
Smte 1150

1680 4. Highway LO
Vernal, Utah 84078

Ladies or Gentlemen:

Because the Forest Service has been losing money on almost every timber
sales, and because road bmlding, admmstion of the szles, and restorang the
cutover B nd cost more than the sale of the tamber would bring in. T nelieve
less timber sales until improvements in the system are made, would be in the
best, infrest to the Mational Forest and the taxpayers.

Thahlt you for your time and heln in furnishing the desired documents.

Sincerely,

WW

Norm=n P. Grepas

mpg
ce

Rasponse to Norman P. Gregas

Sae Genaral Statement #1
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Dirana Grunig

Hm;rm
B

F. 0. Bow 146
Fangzly, CO Bi648

October 8, 1985

bBuane 5. Tuchker

Forest Supervisor

Ashley National Forest

Ashton Eneray Cenler, Suille 1150
168 West Highway 40

Yornal, UT 84078

Dezr Mr. Tucker:

I have recently had a chance to review the Dratt
Envirpnmental Statement and Frooosed Forest Flanm for the
Azhley National Forest. I'd l1i1ke to compliment you and your
slaf{ on the job you did with such & volume of data and
number of concerns.

I can only loolk at these documents from my own
viewpoint, however, that of a geologist who has been
connected with the energy i1ndustry for the past ten years,
that of 2 citizen who 1s conmerned about government
gipendatuwre, and that of a persoen ceoncerned about the
environmental guality of an area that I have come to love.
From this viewpoint. 1t seems to me that the treatment of
minrral apd energy resowrces in these dotuments 1s
1nadeguate.

I must =zay that I agree with you that no more acreage
should br withdrawn from mineral edploration and development
uniil further information - geclpgic, economic, and
environmental -~ 1s available to you. Your conception of the
N=hley Mational Forest as 111-4% “Basically ... non-mineral
1n character baced on geologrcal reports.” (F.III-45) 1s, |
Lhanlt, prebably gquate accurate. The Forest 1= not., however,
uniformly non-mineral in character. It 1s wilh your uniform
trostment of the Forest’s minerals and potential for
development that I disagree.

You state that Lhe fForest Service does not determine
hich argas are tapable of minerals and energy productions
this 15 properly the function of the privale sector. 1
ayrer, hut Teble IV-&, page IV-27, indicates that. at lgact
fo 01l and gas, you have analyzed Lhe copious data
Aavallall - you to the estent of realising that seome of the

l }

Response to Dlana Grunig

Even though there [s a significant amount of acreage on tha
Forest under lease, there are no producing wells: those walls
that have produced did so at a marginal rate. Tha incldance of
APD's (driliing applications) 1s fawer than one per year,
indicating that Intersst in mineral davalopment on the Forest Is
not directly refated to the amount of acreane under leasa. This
fow fntearest has existed for severai years despite changinn
emphasls In other resource areas.

Mineral development potential s totally dependant upbon the
aconomlics of industry: it Iz authorlzed by laws which cannot be
nreemotad arbitrarily by ths surface menaging agency; and 1+ s
qovarned by numerous standard and soeclal stipulations deslaned
to orotect the surface resources, Further orofection occurs
through Operating Plans, APD!'s, MNotice of Intent documents,
Constructlon-0Operation-Maintenance Plans, and other documents
which are site=-sneclific for each prooosal. A matrix has been
developed and appears In tha EIS and Plan showing wheare soaclal
stipulations will be anplled.



fichley Nationzl Forest has more potential for energy
development - and, of that. some would be more senzitive to
thiz development - than other acreage. 1 have no doubt that
you have prepared or could prepare Lhis same 1nformation for
other mingral i esources. Realizing that different Forest
atresge has different polential for erplorstion and
developmenl than other acreage, why 1s the Forest Flan, in
the Managemeni Area Etandevds and Guidelings section, soO
unresponsive Lo the individual differences in Management
rean?

The suggestion 1s that you cannot predict either an
time or 1n location the e ploration for and development of
mineral and ensrgy resources 1n the Ashley National Forest
and therelore this activity must be treated umiformly an &kl
the alternatives considered in the DEIS. I have altempted
to suggest above that your own documants do not =support the
conclusion that minerzl and ensrgy development will be
uniform throughout the Forest. I think an equally valid
point 15 that there 15 no reason to suppose that thas
develoomnent wiil be uniform over time. Except for
large—scale activities, especially strip-mining activities.
the Forest Service will canirol the estent and location of
2 nlor-aticn and development by 1ts decisions on where to put
the roads.

Ideally, the areas that a mineral or emnergy company
would first develop would be those that you have identifired
«5 of high geclogic potential «nd low restriction by the
Forest Service. However, 1he placement of a suitable access
road would change the economic picture; an area of medium
geelogic potential and moderate restriction might eas:ily
become more attractive to a potential developer than an area
of hagher potential and less environmental sens:taivaty te
which an estensive road must be built. By constructing
roads for other purposes without consideration of an area’s
mineral potential, you may make a marginal prospect in =
sensitive area more feasible than i1t would otherwise have
bean. This would have a definite effect on some of the
alternatives considered in the DEIS, such as D. Non—Market
tppertunities. By the same tolen, alternatives such as C,
Mart et Dpportunities, cowld be influenced favorably by
caraful planning of road development.

"Future technology, chenge in economic conditions. new
dizcoveries, and changing needs will determine to a large
e tent where and which minerals are developed.” This
statement from the DEIS (F. III-45) 1s guite true, but the
caveat 15 equally valad for manv of the other reosources
considered in great detairl i1n the DEIS, {for enample,
recreation ~ who, fifty years ago. would have predicted the
snowmebile and other off-road vehicles” — and timber
hervest, particularly for fuel wood. The lack of ability to
complelely predict the future does not seem to me sufficient

(page 2)
To the extent possible, we ravised the EIS to display some
varjations amonq mananemant areas and prescriptlons.

Access roads for mineral exploration do not necessar{ly detarming
whare developmant will o¢cur. Thare are several hlaMy technicai
methods of siesmic exploration balng done with hallconters and
other sguloment In areas whars no roads exlist.



cwsE for the cwrsory treatment that maineral development
nd 1tz effects recerve 1n this DEIG.

LI ]

Mineral and energy erploration and development will
affect almost every other concern and 1ssue addresssd in
this DEIS. Ferhaps this activity will be as neglimible as
your treatment of 1% suggests, buit this view 15 not
suoported by the information 1n the documents. It 15 one
thing to be "reactive to i1ndustry” and "“responsive" to the
cther agencies with jurisdiction in this matter. It is
guite ancther to fail to deal with the i1ssues. I hope that

the Final Environmental Impact Statement will consider thais

1zzue with the attentien i1t merits.

In additi1on. I°d l:ike suggest that you cons:der
e, tending the comment deadline for these documents.
Althounh the Ashley Mational Farest 12 a recreational
resaurce for a considerable number of us 1n northwestern
Erlorade, 1t was only by chance that I heard of the DEIG
Eeiure the deadline had paused Such a complex 1ss5uz takes

time to publicize and time to consider fairly, Slthough I'm

sure you heve comrplied with the Jletter of the law, I thaink

nmcnth's time erntension of the comment period would help | eep

vour organization’s work within 1ts sparit.

szicgrEIY,
éf\ﬂ - -
Piana Grufig
cc: J.S5. Tirier, Regional Forester, Intermountain Region

Will Durant, Uintah Mouwntain Club
Utah Wilderness Association

{page 3)

A set of Standard and Special Stipulations has been appanded to
the forest Plan to acquaint +he bpublle with requirements
qoverning mineral development ooarations.

Area g has bean expanded to Include most of tha area referred to
as "Bolliss®, This oprescriptlon includes a "no surface
occupancy” recommendatlon.



3252 South 200 Last
Bount:iful, Utah 34010
November 9, 1985
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FROM: V. Jay Smith ' i i
| E s ¥

I
T0: Mr. Duane G. Tucker } ! H

Forest Supervisor, Ashley National Forest 3

SUBJECT: The Ashley National Forest Draft Environmental Impact Statement
and Land and Resource Management Plan.

REFERENCES: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Ashley
Naticnal Forest

Proposed Forest Plan (PFP) for the Ashley National Forest
Ashley National Forest Map dated/printed 1982
Correspondence from D.G. Tucker dated Oct. 22,»1983

*"Forest Service Budget Reduced." Sports Afield, Nov., 1985,
p. 18.

Upon review of both the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Land and
Resource Management Plan I find these reports to be very ambiguous

and lacking is substance, I am particularly alarmed at the implied policy
making decisions left at the sole discretion of the distriet rangers.

The proposed nine (9) alternatives of the DEIS I find to be directed toward
the limited few individuals who will attain sizeable personal profits from
the expleitation of our resources.

As a member of a former third generation timberman family, I am very familiar
with the business of harvesting timber from our national forest, Let's be
realistic = the timber of the Uinta Mountains is not of the grade or quality
of that from the Northwest. Likewise, to mature a tree 1in this forest takes
on an average of one hundred and twenty plus (120+) years. That 15 s1x

(6) generations of our posterity. Can we afford to allow accelerated timber
harvesting at the expense of our future generations?

Deficit timber sales have been a very common transaction justified under

the guise of the need for roads., This practice has been exploited by the
timberman to their obvious monetary advantage. As noted in the November 1935
r1ssue of Sports Afield an article titled "Forest Service Budget Reduced”,

page 18, addresses this dubious practice. When one-fourth to one-half of the
timber cut from naticnal forests 1s sold for less than 1t costs the government
to manage the sales and buirld roads 15 a total lack of fiscal management.

This practice must be stopped. & timber sale should be released when it
becomes cost effective.

I am dismayed to discover the existence of roads inte the kast and West forks
of the Whiterocks drainage, past Johnson Peak, numbered 110 and 459.

Response +o V. Jay Smith

The decentralized structure of +he Forest Servica, qglving
discrationary power and {atiteude o the District Ranger, Is one
of thes blgaest strengths of the anency. Many declsions can be
made at a Jocal level Instead of balng mada at hligher levels
whera decislons may be hindared by dlistance, time and lack of
famil farity with on-the-qround conditions. Tha primary purposa of
this plan Is +o establish +the quidelines and paramaters for
Ranqer's declsions,

Sea General Statament ¥

Road #1045%9, which follows Johnson Craek and passes Johnson Park,
was built around the late 50's for access to ralse the dam on
Cl1ff Lake and to bulld the dam on Whiterocks Lake. I+ has been
closed beyond Cl1ff Lake to vehlcle traval wlth sxles over 50
inchas wide.

Road #10110 is a hiqgh standard road to Chapata Lake that was
constructed for timbar harvest and recreatfon access. [t was
bullt In three stages starting In the early 60'S and compieted in
1971. I+ 1s now an established access route and there are no
plans Yo close it.




I foresee this area to be of major concern and possibility as a future area
for constant conflicts I would advise your serious consideration be given to
closing these roads permanently, particularly 110 past Pole Creek to Chepeta
Lake

Allowing new roads into pristine forested areas 1s of great public concern

If I were a timberman, I would pressure the forest service for establishment
of roads into areas which would service my future needs i1n the next ten (10)
years This would achieve removal of these areas from future wilderness
consideration This could be a well orchestrated plan on the part of the
timber and mineral exploiters since the area West and including Young Springs
Park, Leidy Peak, Marsh Peak including the Marsh Bench Area to Paradise Peak
13 prime area for future wilderness consideration This area should remain
roadless and be managed for the next decade for this purpose only — without
exception

Furthermore, the need to construct new roads into pristine forested areas,
considering the type of terrain they must traverse, has seuveral detrimental
effects

A This bas been a major contributing factor for a timberman to
manipulate a sale into a deficit position

B It provides an open tnvitataon for the use of off-road vehicles
and regardless of signs, restrictions or supposed fines, you
cannot effectively control this problem, particularly in the
fragile environment of our undeveloped forest

[ Loss of wildlife habitat Once this incursion 1s made 1t 15 hext
to 1mpossible to rehabilitate to 1t's former status

In recent years, the practice of clear cutting a sale has become the accepted
method for timber extraction Having wilnessed the results of Lhas practice,
particularly on sloped areas which are subject to effects of erosion, makes
one gquestion 1if this 1s a sound management policy

In recent years, as timber sales have become less readily available, the
timberman have turned to the District Ranger Sales (approximately 750,000 Id
ft  of timber) as a means of avoiding needed assessments and reviews Ranger
sales should be limited in number per year and this type of sale should not he
granted 1n roadless areas

Si1lvercultural management to eradicate the beetle 1s preposterous Who 13 the
source and by what proven statistics 1s Lhis a guaranteed melhod of halting
the beetle's infestation? 1t appears to me that the foraest service 135 a
I1ttle gullible on this issue

The DEIS addresses the i1ssue of mineral development from a vicarious
position Granted, Lhe forest management 1s not perfect but I am not naive
enough to believe forest officials cannot control mineral exploration and
development within thelr jurisdiction

From the various proposed alternatives 1t 18 readily apparent the forest
service 15 siding with 1hose who propose commercial exploitation of Lhe
forest I can only conclude the DIIS 13 proposing an "open door" approach lo
mingral dovelopment at Lhe expense of Lhe multiple use of the forest

Virtual ly unaddressed 15 the fact that a portion of this forest was considered

{page 2)

See Goneral Statemant #2

No new roads are pfanned In the Youmnq Sprinas Park, leldy Peak,
and Marsh Peak area., Low standard timber roads will be bullt In
the Marsh Bench area, but the entire road system Is confrolled by
a gate at tha beglinning of the Marsh Bench road.

Sea Gonara! Statement #7

Sea Genaral Statement £19

Ranger sales, like all activities are qoverned by this Plan.
They will not ba qranted In the unroaded Managemant Area q.

See General Statement £4

Seo General Statement #3



as a polenfial wilderness area. These roadless areas offer unique qualities
to the outdoorsinan in the fact that they forin a combimation of Axffering
environnents which are not available in Ycllowstone or even the Wind Rivers.
To leave these roadless areas unprotected for future wilderness consideration
would defeat one of the si1gnificant objectives of the multiple use policies
govern.ng our national forest system. Remember, this 15 a unique feature of
the Ashley National Forest.

The way you manage our national forest today will determine how long they
will remain that way.

I 1sh to express my appreciation to Mr. Tucker for his extension of the
ninety (90) day review period Lo November 15, 1985.

Yours truly,

ay Smith

{page 3)

Area G in the final Plan and £IS has heen expanded and the

management oraseriptlion
about this area.

strengthened to eaddress your concern
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Rasponse +a John R. Swanson

As part of the RARE EIS process and the South Siope lLand Use
Ptan, all unroaded areas ware Inventorled, avaluated. and
recommanded as Wilderness, non-wilderness, or further study
arsas. After passage of the Utah Wilderness Act of 1084, all
such lands not deslqnated Wildernass ware releasad for management
in accordance with exlisting Unit and Mulfiple Use Plans. To
manage these jands only for thelr wilderness. botanlcal., or
cultural resources §s not consistent with existing leqal
authorities for managament of National Forest lands.
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Responsa to Jay Bickford

The Forast Plan has a |ife of 10 ~ 15 years: +the mix of resource
uses for those 10 years help determine vrofections for the next
50 years. None of those future projections are set In concrets.

The Forest Plan will ba revised within the next planning cycle 10
to 15 years from now.

See General Statement #1
See Ganeral Statement #2

Ses Ganeral Statemant #3



}4(

Crnthia Johnston
3020 PolK

Ogden, Utah
84403

October 19, 1985

Duane TucKer

Forest Supervisor
Ashley National Forest
Ashton Energy LCenter
Surte 1150

Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear Mr, Tucker:

1 would 1tkKe to express my opposition to the Ashley
Mational Forest draft Environmental Impact Statement and
Land and Resource Management Plan.

I do not feel the plan 15 1n the best i(nterest of
conservation when excessive harvest of timber 1s proposed
for the next 20 years with no current marKets for the
increase demand.

This plan would also be determental to animal habitat,
especially the elK, and wildreness preservation.

1 suggest that tree harvesting oniy be done on slopes
less than 490¥%, harvest only in roaded areas presently
provided and harvest timber only to benefit wildlife, not
the massive clear cutting and road building proposed by the
Forest Service. In addition, restrictions need tc be placed
on mireral development, 1n all unroaded areas, and ORV use.

Please consider these alternatives before making your
recommendations.

@5&‘52’ Gohsl

ynthi1a Johnston

Resnonse to Cynthia Johnston
Sea General Statemant #4
See Ganeral Statement #21
Sea Genoral! Statement #3

See General Statement #7
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ALLEN W. STOKES Kk
1722 Saddie Hill Dr " Response to Allen W. Stokes
Logan, UT 84321 "
(801) 752-2702 “ Sea Ganeral Statement #1
October 18, 1985 . See General Statement #11
See Goneral Statement #4
Duane Tucker, Forest Supervisor .

Ashley National Forest
Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150
Vernal, UT 84078

Dear Mr, Tucker,

Though [ live far from the Ashley Forest, | have
had numerous enjoyable experiences there- hunting, fishing, hiking
and camping, on toth the north &nd south slopes of the Uintas. So
1 have a concern that the Forest Plan fully take into consideration
the interests of out door users .

1 feel that the subsidization of logging through deficit timber
sales goes against Reagen's philosophy of letting private enterprise
ke able to compete fairly. Most people agree that we can raise highe
qualoty timber most economically on private lTands of the Southeast
and Pacific Northwest. Right now the logging industr is depressed,
partly due to this unfair competition from loggers working Forest
Service Tands., | feel the fast-growing outdoor recreation users are
the ones whose voice should be heard. For they will in the long run
bring in more money to the small towns around the Ashley, $So | favor
the options in the Plan that play up the wildlife and recreational values
and play down the impact of logging.

I question the need to do preventive logging to reduce Tosses from
mountain berk beetle. Let the bark beetle run its course without our
incurring the heavy expense of timber sales in these areas, And by all
means greatly reduce the emount of proposed logging roads, By all means
keep off steep slopes for loaging and away from stream bottoms which now
get the highest recrestional use for fishing, camping and hiking. We need
this habitat for trout, beaver and moose.

1 appreciate that you have to reconcile the interests of diverse
groups, But you must realize that the voice of your recreational users
may be heerd less just because we tend td live at & distance,,

Sincerely yours,

Q. Az
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Response to Mark Hengesbaugh
See General Statement #4

See General Statemant £12
See General Statement #1

Ses General Statement #3

See Ganaral Statement #14
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Duane Tucker "‘T

Forest Supervisor

« - E?W—:" T T
SN TR

Ashley National Forest b
Ashton Eneray Center et SR
Suite 1150  — 1
Yernal, UT 84078 ettt

Dear ¥r. Tucker,

1 would Tike to make the following comments concerming the Ashley National
Forest draft Environmental Impact Statement and Land and Resource Management
Plan-

ALTEPNATIVES CONSIDERED

You only have two alternatives which reduce harvesting and road building. It
appears that the only reason you find for reducing legging and road building
is budget constraints. I feel that the reduction in harvesting and road
building can be the best alternative for managing the Forest based on the
limitations of the natural resources i1n the Forest. I would 1ike to see an
alternative considered that contains the basic points that I state heremn.

MINERALS

Do not allow mineral development in unroaded areas, riparian zones, and winter
range or calving areas for elk. Mineral deveopment is not the highest nor the
best use of these areas.

TIMBER

Ut1T1ze only ex1sting road systems. Harvest only the timber which will result
1n a profit to the U.S. Government. Harvest onTy on slopes less than 40
percent. Do not harvest in important wildlife areas, i1.e. riparian zones,
winter range or caiving areas. Do not disturb roadless areas., If you follow
these guidelines you can meet the market's demands while sti111 protecting the
areas which have higher values than tree cutting.

ROANLESS AND WILDERNESS AREAS

Close all high elevation sensitive areas to mineral deveopment, Togging and
ORY use., Do not allow road building i1n any of these areas. Give special
protection, 1.e. Wilderness status, to the these areas.

Thank you for allowing me to comment on the plan.

3
d 1l
La‘.‘o‘é A ~ q

flyde A, Morris
658 E. 1700 S. #B
Salt Lake City, YT 84105

Response to Clyde A, Morris

See Ganeral
See General
Seo General
See Gaenoral
See Gaeneral

Sea Gensoral

Statement #11
Statement #3
Statement #20
Statemont #1
Statement #4

Statement #13
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Duane Theker Response to Jul le Gudmundsen
Forest Supervisor Ses General Statement #1
Sea General Statement #4

As&/e_;/ National ForesT
Ashtont Energy Lonter- Swste 1150
Vernal, U7, F407¢

See Ganaral Statement #3

Re : Ashley National Forest Plarn

Lear Sir
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Rocsevelt, Utah
October 23, 1985

Forest Supervisor
Asnley National Forest

In reply to your request that I review your two books, "Draft Enviromental
Impact Statement and Land and Resource Managsment Plan.”

I have read them both but I doubt very many of the people you sent them
to have, I can't imagine our busy Congressmen spending the many hours it takes
to review them.

I realize you were mandated by 2 Liberal Congress to do this work but at
seans to me that it could have been done much simplier and cheaper,

In the meeting I attended 1n Rocsevelt, Forest Planner Jack Watson admitted
the cost was about $350,000.00 and from the size of the two books I would
guess that 1s a real conseraiive estimate. There is a great deal of repetition
in them, In my estimation they could have bheen condensed by three-fourths and
st1l have had all of the information that is in them.

It seems to me that most of this money would have been tetter spent on
roads & campgrounds.

Whiterocks Canyon has & nice carpground that hesn't had any water for two
ye2rs because the pipeline hasn't been repaired, also there was & mud slide in
the road two years ago which hasn't been repzired and the rcad doesn't appear
to have been graded for two years. I am sure theit other reoads and campgrounds
have been neszlected also.

I can't see a great deal of difference in the way you rlan to nanage the
forest from what you are now doirg except for one thing, I see repeated over
and orer that Grazing, Mining and Timber Harvesting will be allowed,,providing
they are compaiable with Recweation and Wildlife. What happened to the multiple
use conscept.

It 1s about tuime that you start to realize that Grazing, Miming and
Timbering pay there own way and recreation and wildl:fe don't,

Our Lame Brain Eastern Congressmen have destroyed the sheep industry by
banning 1080 use on coyotes and have ruined much of our ranges with an asinine
law on Wild Horse proctectron which they are now trying to correct by spending
miiliond of doliatrs to thin them out, The cost wouldn't be nearly as great if
they were sold for reat as they were caught instead of the stupid adopt a horse
program for a bunch of Jug Heads no one wants.

I see you are still listing Endangered Species and intend to proctect thenm.
It is about time you realize that Ranches and ilheir Livestock are the endangered
speecies.

Wildlife such as coyotes, welves, cougar and bear b2long in Zoos, not on
our Public land where they threaten the lives and laveliheod of pecple,

Response to A.C. Wllkerson

The Whiterocks road 1s qraded avery vyear but wet summer
conditlons, damaga from floodIng caused by baaver, and hoavy use
aulckly rough i+ up again., Thera has basn no timbar activity to
provide interim maintenance. Tha slide occurrad In 1983 and is
not plannad for removal because the and of the road is only about
t00 yards beyond the s|ide and the cost of removal cannot bs
Justified,

Tha Whitaerocks Canyon campground water systam has not passed
state water qual Ity tests for oubllc usa., There is a leak in tha
system allowing surface water to contaminate [+, All indicatlons
point to the headbox as the probiem but until monay Is availahle
to raconstruct the headbox system and quarantee safe drinking
water, It will remaln closed.

We understand your concern abowt recreation and witdl[$e not
directly oaying "their own way", However, the |aw requlres that
we analyze the canabllitles and demands and deoveiop muitinte use
management plans that address all rasources.



The Squaw Fish, the big fuss was all about a few years ago is too small
to eat so the sooner they are sone the bettex

The Peregrine Falcon we are spending millions on is a migratory birmd
which we may never See again anyway, why do we need it there are plenty of
birds to tzke their place.

You talk about Elk calving egrounds. My Ranch is in the Uintah and T
haven't seen one yet. Those elk calve wherever they happen to be when the
woather permits them to be there., You also talk aboubt saving the sage for
the Sage Grouse, I can assure you that they live in the improved areas and
feed on erested wheat grass, not on sags brush.

The people responsible for developing the Forest Plan and Inviromental
Impact Statement were a Forest Planner, a Forest Landscape Archatect, 2
haiscory and Ecomimics Expert, an Eccnimist, & Salviculturast, 2 Soxl Scarentist
ard four Wildl:fe Biclogist, This seems to me to be quate an cut of bzlance
assortment of Compilers who were hound to come down on the side of Recreation
and Wildlafe.

There 15 mention in the bocks of the Forest aquiring more land. I am
dead set eageinst the forest aguiring more land, Our State is already over
four~fifth Forest, BLM, State Land, Wilderness, Indaan Reservation and
Natioral Parxs. We sure don't need nore taken off the tax base.

Sincerely YPurs,
Y S0 LA e
A, C, Wilkerson

{paqe 2)

The individuals |Isted in Chapter V of the Draft Environmental
Statemant as "Preparers" were not all Tavolved at the sams time
tn the analysis and oreparation of the nlan. For Instance, the
wildl 1fe blologists (4) were replacements for [ndividuals who had
transfarred to other jJobs and other Forests, Of the othar
discipl ines listed, the socioeconomic ovarview was opreparad,
before an eaconomist was employed on a full-time basis. as a
background document by an Individual from the Wasatch-Cacha
Natlonal Foraest, so there was no dupl ication of affort. Althoush
the writing of the plan was by the -“Preparaers®, the decisions in
the plan are made by the staff, rangars. and Forest Sunarvisor.
representing a wide ranae of disclpl inas and backgrounds.

Even though faedaral lands are not part of the county tax base.
they do return siqnificant amounts of money to the countias for
schools, roads. and other purposes., Al! counties contalning
NatTonal Forest land receive 25% of all receipts pald to the
Forest Service.
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John Yeranth
448460 pshford Drive
Salt Lake Cirty, Utah B4124

October 21, 1985

Durns Tucker, Forest Supervaisor
fshley National Forest

Ashtpon Energy Center, Suate 110E
Varnal, Utah 84078

Dagr SipF:

I em writing 1n regard to the Ashley National Ferest draft EIE
znd Management Plen.

SLTERNATIVES

The range of alternatives considared in the plen does not adaguately
reflect ths aveilable options. The option of restracting timber
harvesting and OFff-rpad vehicle use to protect wildl:ife habitat 1s
not reflected in the "non-market” alternative,

Timber harvesting should be restricted to areas wheres swisting road-
can be vtilrzed and wherese the slaps 1s less than 40 degresc, Timber
szales ghould not be made where the cost of admimictering the sele
g:cecds the market price. Alsa, wildlife spnd assthetic veluos  naed
to be” conwidered 1n evaluating the swmitability of a erte for timber
harvesting., Also, the level of harvestaing should nobt ecceed 1ocal
demand,

Mineral development should b2 restricted 1n roadless argss and  1n
sensitive wildlife hebitate. The plon showld esddress the effects of
minerel  activities on wildlife  =nd chould reavare developers o
minimize e mitro ate neceasssry impacte,

Resnonse to
See Goneral
See Genaral
See General
See Ganeral
See General

Sea General

John Yeranth
Statament #10
Statement #4
Statement #20
Statement #1
Statement #12

Statement #3



Evisting reoadless areas should bs maintained 1n 2 primitivs condition
unless there 15 a clear reason to do otherwise, In gensrasl. of f-road
vehicle use shoild be restricted in prerently rosdless areos,

Lincarely,

Ll / a’/z'z.w%

dohn Veranth

(nage 2)
Sea Ganeral Statemant #2

Sea Goneral Statement #7
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Response to Ken E. Kemp

See tha Utah Wildernass Assoclation's letter {0-1) and response.
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Dear Mr Tucker, | i

Responce to Lynn C. Bornholdt
Sea General Statemont #4

Sea General Statement #1

t
W (Wed i covthern Ulzh ﬁ\r‘fm‘“v]mrs;“‘-’" ~ See General Statement #15

dnd havudh qLF' (e o Luow Yow neck
a.JC Me woods Ut as a stke fm—pa.zju)

{fee] ¢ SPU Az a.n?w B ast thatyoo
msider Wy opinion.

in vefergnce To the frshteq Mationad fovest drafh
ELS 2 Law) < Resource Marnsgvnent Plan

! Why on 4ayth wovld yw nevese bty havvest
vnd fhest wnd chaws -
A “Bavk beetles will not e elimmakd fompine shauds

bl/l' silviclbval pmohuo " Does Tl Leave room
fur signihcant @atel of Barie bectlo 7

B No fveesd maviet dumand for T tinber

¢ foveng Yowsclves fo spund mmore public woney
dnsfvmimcl or damaging the land Tan g can
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‘ on fivest Sevuiie lands 7

1 beliue shongly 11 prestruniny i dermess B
Me stvansth and diversify of wdlife awnd plawt
populahdns | also know ek patkcoing is
an essunhad elenent of a brlaned mind and
whwe o cvcr-qmw{n‘] Wombers afvs  As ;
well, | dvive and km wrihigona Table of woad,
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Use Mo voads Havvest hmber 1h voeded
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Dovd cot traes wifout veason

If e Gvest Serviw & ynablefo

(ontrol mimeval dwelopmend, put a fraze on
PV”F%“'B unttl sofficent cupakn ity & Qb.uz{olaed
o wistly AN mineral vses

Respect The"bollies leastrn Ymtas, chep efa,
Wegman Park and Dry forke) a5 sensitive, high

{pags 2)

Sea Genaral Statement #9

Sea General Statement #£3

Authority for mineral axoloration and develooment (subsurface) Is
vested In the Depariment of Interjor, Buresu of Land Management.
The Forest Service has authority for management of +he surface
rasoyrcas only.

Sag Genaral Statement #4

Ses General Statement #20

Sea General Statement F13



-3
elevation wid (e habifaf | mporkant
wattrshed ond beautifd backwsntvy
‘/60 are 4 steward of poblic lands Plase
[1sftn to our voiles

Act as Thauqh Your cg)fed-ﬁmndchr ld
was Wafcmn-j 00er u/our shovlder

Plexse stave for the wisdom of lovia-term,
broad balance

Thant 100
SlLLC?J\L[('J )
47,%&5%@@‘
nn C. Boraholdt

Po Box 62
5€rtmjéeu el 84767



Ao LEY NATTS

j,a‘o
Mark McKeough
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Salt Lake City, Ut
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Dear Mr. Tucker: Cctober 23, 1985

Please 1include my comments as a part of the public comment on the Ashley
National Forest Draft EIS and Resource Management Plan.

There 1s little necessity to double the timber harvest over the next two
decdes when there 1s no established market: the harvest will not significantly
effect the beetle problem; sales are below cost and reduce the PNV of the
forest: sales are set for slopes greater than 40%; and the timber program
impacts i1mportant wildlife hab:tat.

The taimber rogram on the Ashley should harvest trees cn slopes less than
40% and do =so using the existing road network. There 1s no demonstrated need
to harvest in roadless areas so roadless areas can then provide the needed
dispersed non-motorized recreation the Ashley needs. Taimber harvests should
be planned to benefit wildlife and not impact them. There should be no
harvest in critical winter range and Mmportant riparian areas. The Ashley
should sell only timber sales that make money.

The east end of the High Uintas should be closed to mineral leasing, o1l
and gas development and ORV use. Particularly, the forest should not allow
any roadburlding in this roadless area to preserve 1ts value as amportant
summer range for wildlife, watershed and backcountry use. Although this area
was left out an the FS wilderness bill for Utah, I am sure 1t will be an
important candidate for addition to wilderness system in any legislation 1in
the near future.

The Ashley plan should adopt specific stipulations for any mineral and oal
and gas development that maght occur on the forest. The plan should detail
what areas will be leased with, say, NSO stips, which watersheds will not be
leased, which elk calving grounds will be protected during calving season and
where mineral development will not be allowed due to the land's value as a
source of recreation. The Ashley can, and should, exert much, much greater
control of mineral development on the forest.

The forest planning process has become a disaster. BAnd, as a member of
the public, 2t becomes more discouraging to me with each forest plan I
read-—or try to read. All the plans have the same mandated array of
alternatives, the same emphasis on timber harvesting, the same problem wath
roadburlding and the same generic narrative that says little and tells even
less. And no forest seems able to break from the strictures imposed on them
by the momemtum of the planning process to present an array of alternmatives
that addresses the unagueness of their on-the-—ground situation.

The most telling critisism of the FS planning process 1s undoubtebly that
1t now serves to keep the public from participating in managing the lands they
own and care about.

Thanks for the opportumity for commenting.

Sincerely,

7¢14~vk.,/79L
Mark McKeough

/é"“‘jé“)

FORES,

1

—~—
1
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Response to Mark McKeough

Sem General Statement #4
See General Statement 1
Sea General| Statement #12
See General Statement 42
See General Statemant #7
Sea Ganeral Statement #13
See Ganeral Statement #3

We do not agree that tha Ashley Natlonal Forast Plan is the same
as all the other Forsst Plans proposad and/or devalooad to date.
The oreferred alternative displaved In the Draft EiS and Plan
portrays a definite effort on the ovart of the Forast to be
responsive to ‘the mountain bplre bestle epldemlc. We also
conslder the Flaming Gorge MNational Recreation Area as a
nationatly recognized attraction which 1s unique +o the Ashlay
Natlonal Forest,

Pybl Ic particination will continue +o be an intearal part of the
managemant of +the Ashley National Forest. This participation
inctvdes involvement In the preparation of the l|eaally required
doctuments such as the Environmanta! Impact Statement for the
Forest Plan and In ongoing Invoivement with agencies.
organlzations, and individuals on +the day-to-day aspects of
Forast managemant. This involvemant 1s carriad out +hrounh news
releases, personal contacts, telephone conversations., written
corraspondance, and publlc meetings.
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Rasnonse to Ben Grimes

1 ! Sen General

Mr. Duane Tucker e -
Forest Supervisor

Ashley National Forest

Ashton Energy Center

suarte 1150

Vernal, Utah 84078

Re: Comment-Ashley National Forest Draft EIS and Land and Re-
sourse Management Plan.

Dear Mr. Tucker,

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the above refer-
enced documents. I am deeply concerned that the Ashley will
become, under the Management Plan, a chopped-up, harvested,
developed~to-death, monument-to-the-greed of mankind. A
Forest, managed by Forest Service standards to the shame of
mankind.

I am a native of Georgia, but have lived i1n Utah for 26

years. I have made many trips into the Ashley over those

26 years; trips that soothed the nerves, and rekindled my
desire to rejoin mankind. I have taken many boy scouts in-

to the Ashley to enjoy those same tranquilizers. Unfortunate-—
ly, over the years I have watched the roads, the developers

and the garbage of mankind creep in as a plague over much of
the forest. I camnot sit back and see the Plan as outlined

go forward without something deep inside of me crying, "Enough"!

The Management Plan is a cold, hard document prepared with all
of the thoroughness and good business practices that could be
mustered. The forest, 1t would appear, is only an economic
resource sitting there waiting to be exploited. Unfortunately,
the poor wildlife may have to suffer a tiny but for the henefit
of mankind, and unfortunately, the forest may not look quite
like it did before.

Let's put 1t all in perspective; the mineral and timber re—
sources in the Ashley are of marginal benefit to man. True,
we must continue to provide the materials for our economy,
but let's not do it at the cost of one of the most beautiful
areas in the state.

The proposed plan doubles the harvest of timber over the next
20 years, purportedly to help reduce the pine beetle infesta-
tion, but as the plan itself admits, "Bark beetles will not
be eliminated from pine stands by silvicultural practices."
The Plan also admits that there 1s no demand for increased

Statement #4




harvesting, and that the value of the timber 1s less than the
cost to build roads into the harvesting areas and logging cost
combined. The Plan states that to maintain or increase harvests,
slopes of greater than 40% will have to be harvested. To me,
this means that sustained yield has not been met on flatter
slopes. The Plan also states that 3,000 miles of roads will

have to be constructed to meet the harvesting goal. That many
miles of roads will create unacceptable damage and eyesores

that may never heal.

The Plan proposes leaving 70% of the forest open to mineral devel-
opment under all alternatives. The Plan does not address impacts
to the environment from this mineral development.

The Bollies, under the Plan, would be open to mineral develop-
ment. This area 1s the only remaining rcadless area besides
the High Uintas Wilderness Area. Development of this area
would be like having a garbage dump in your front yard.

The Plan even states that deterioration of the Wilderness Area
will occur. This situation is totally unacceptable, the
Wilderness Area is the only designated wildernmess in the Uintas
and must remain free from encroachment near its boundaries. A
solid management plan to protect the Wilderness Area must be
formulated.

All nine of the alternatives have serious shortcomings and are
unacceptable, I urge the Forest Service to (1) harvest timber
only on slopes less than40%; utilizing only existing roads. (2)
Allow no clearcutting and road building as proposed. {3)Harvest
no timber in riparian zones and winter ranges. (4) Harvest
timber only 1f 1t is economical, and if there i1s a clear need.
{5) Restrict mineral development in all unroaded areas, riparian
zones, winter ranges, and important wildlife areas. (6) Close
the Bollies to all mineral development and ORV use. (7} Allow
no further road burlding and close and reclaim existing roads
except major access routes. (8} Formulate a sound, comprehensive
management plan for the High Uintas Wilderness Area. (9) Provide
realistrc alternatives for the Ashley which preserve beauty, in-
tegrity and true value of the forest.

I believe the majority of Utahmns are in favor of protecting the
Ashley. Let's not let the American thirst for development

ruin this beautiful area. I don't believe that this i1s a sel-
fish viewpoint because our children and the Boy Scouts of the
future must have places where they can drink in the peace and
beauty found only in natural wilderness areas.

Regpectfully,

.
4

Lo
Ben Gri T

Emery S{af Rt.
Price, Utah 84501

{page 2}

See Ganeral
See Goneral
Seo Genoral
Sea Genoral
Soa Genaral
See Ganeral|

See General

Statement
Statemant #15
Statemant ¥9
Statemont #3
Statement #13
Statement #14

Statement #11
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October 23, 1985

Tary Vesper—an
942 Ferruida Coursg
sunnvvale, 74 9086

IN6=737-7571
AT R AR,

Tuare [uc-e> )
Foroit ouperylgan Rl
anl gy  atirmal Torest
ns2tom e~y Center
salte 12E0
.srnal, it.h CLn78 T
Dear :r, Tucie-:
“l=_s2 _relude ané cons.der -v co-t1ents on tne aslev Jational
iorest T ATt aviran~ertal I-pact statepent st Lant
mgourre  ara erent *lan,
2leesze 10 ot al.ow t. bker rarvesclns on slopes wroaler taan
I 37, 1Inis rould miaiiize vToad corstruction costs, ana orevent

grc.zon, ve do have a frde~al defiec.t %o reducs, vou <no,

Do net tuild any ~o-~» ~-ads, [ere 13 no eccromie tustificztion
Por asta™:]l sreudinz on reads,

anv timber arpvestine should benermitied onlv in existing
~gaded 1i1-e:rg,

famyzgt tirhes» anly to berefit mildlife, not ths ~asswive and
srardiose eleareutting ard roal bullding schemes proncsed by
the Forest Service, o

Jarvest no ti~ber ‘n imp¢~tant wildlife a—eais, that s
rivaricn z-nes or ‘" nter rarre,

iapvast only t:e ti-ber +-1ech does not lose money, You foresat
ranzers often £a1l tc understand the basie economie rrineirle
tnat tiere "ain't no free luncn". (oney srent on vasteful
subllic zroiscts i3 ~lY.¥S diverted from other more worthwhile
caclie “roreetes suct i3 T2edin: tie uncry, conforting lonely

(oS TN

~e.ole, -oilin- tie c.ck, ~ducatine children, and reducing taxes,
.ine~.1 d2velomaent s1o0:1d be westricted in all unvoaded areas,
niyavist 2o o3, Lontoe eanie orp eilving are.s £ r oelk, I know
£1at ~ 1 Forest Jervize 149 the leral rirm., £o stani up to the
»~iners,

~los- t ¢ ™ol 1es" to miner.l levelopment and 0TV use.

T umme the Fo to nrov de veal a’ternatives waiich highlight
the nve~cryatfon of w1111ife, »ogtrict sineral develon~ent,
-adiyce ti~bhar ~a»vests and road bi1:ililing and neet a1l »f tho

nuoliec issues. P)
£

. """’""C—é‘/le/ﬁy
ﬂn__? @7-%%

Response to Gary Yesperman

See Ganeral
Sea Genaral
Sea General
Sea Genaral
Sea Ganaral
See General

See Generai

Statoment #4
Statemant #20
Statement #12
Statemant #1
Statement #3
Statemant #13

Statement #11



R ALAN MAURER MD PC

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
3038 WiLLow CREEK DRIVE .
SANDY UTAH 84092 - &

Rasponsa to R. Alan Maurer

PHONE 942-1326 e Vi een ‘ Seq Genaral Statement #4
. Sea General Statamant #1
CCTOBER 21, 1985 : . }
! _____,_.-————j i Sae General Statement #2

DUBNE TUCKER ]
FOREST SUPERVISOR e See Genaral Statement 712
ASHLEY NATIONAL FOREST
ASHTON ENERGY CENTER Sea Ganeral Statement #3
SUITE 1150
VERNAL, UTAH 84078 See Ganeral Statement #13
Dear Sir: Sea Ganaral Statement #7

I am writing you to protest an the strongest terms some of the elements %ee General Statement #11

of the Ashley National Forest draft Enviormmental Impact Statement and Land
Resource Management Plan recently published by your office.

I feel that every camponent of this plan has been a cave 1n to special
econcmie interests and does not serve the public.

Specafically, my cbjections are as follows:

1. Tamber Cutting - I feel that what tamber that is harvested should only ke
1n exasting roaded areas only, on slopes less that 40%, and then only to
benefit wild life. Timber harvesting should not occur on important wiid lafe
areas; 1n reparian zones or winter range; in any roadless area and not at all
1f timber sales would lose money.

2. Mneral Extraction - The Forest Sexvice should control mineral impacts by
restricting development in all unroaded areas, riparian Zones, winter range
and elk calving areas.

3. PRoadless Wilderness — I would plead with you to close the "Bollies” to
mneral develomment and ORV use as 1t 1s a very lmportant watershed and back
country use area. I have been there myself several times and feel this area
should be included in subsequent Wilderness besignation. I strongly object
to any roadbwilding or ORV use in the Ashley-we must preserve this umdgue
resource or 1t wall be destroyed forever.

The forest service needs to provide real altermatives which highlight
the preservation of wildlife, restrict mineral development and put an end to
roadbuilding and ORV destructicn.

Thank you for your consideration.
Cleemr W lmonc )
R. Alan Maurer, M.D.

3036 wWillow Creek Drive
Sandy, Utah 84092

)




725 Zleventh 4ve.
. = call lads Clty, Utsh
. Oct. 22, 1585
Duane Tu Forest 3 '30
an ucLer, Forest Sudcrvisor ’
Ashley Nztional Pore-t ’,g ’b‘
Asaton Energy G:=nter, s.ite 1150 g"
Vernzl, Utah

Dear Zir:

We wizh to express our opinlon rezarding taoe
Azhle; ha<lonal rForszt arzft snvironoenizl Impact
Stetersnt and la..d 2.a Fecource Menzgeasnt Plan,
to ' hich we are opposed asz 1t now stands. Jana-srent
az szt forth in thi: plan would work to the detriment
ol the 4shley Natlenal Ferest =2nd zazainst the interest
oF the publle in tas follovinzg w2’ 3.

Tarougn unnecssls aerveits of timpsr znd
oclos, ¢ost s2l1<s ol timper. By narvesting
on unsultapls (grades ov.r 4L7) terrain, a2nd
witaocal regzrd for (1ldlife.

3; construction of proposed taowsands of zilss of
unnesded rozis.
Tarsuzn uncentrolled minergl devabpzent.

Tarausa lzek of protecticn of ine environrsnt
of allovin. incurzlonz by eroslou czusing
vehicles.

we urge that tns pPorsst.zervice tzke =il
nos3icle steps, 214 act a5 guardizn of t.e ishley
Nztlonzl Forest to preveat zach developasnt plans
wilen we feel are azzin.t the osst uses of t .8
Forz:t--taoze ol wilzlife, veaterczhed, ana of un-
gpollet back-~country; tne:s re th= uses most degired
zna needed by tne larzs:t numoers cof tns guplle.

Sinecrely y - -
:Q;ucﬁdAxbz/'/ LSSy
(Mr

Ruzsell . rr*&;r}

Mﬂﬁéﬂf L/htmgékg(u,_ﬁxx

Kiss Fraoce: J-ne Ri&ey

Response to Margaret R. Fraser and Frances J. Riley
Sae Ganaral Statemant #1
Sea General Stetemant #4
Sea General Statement #9
See General Statemant #3

See General Statemant #7
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Response to Roger Arhart

As you are aware, the Hlgh Ulntas 1s now a deslgnated
wildernass. The Wilderness Act pursuant to sectlon 4{d){4}(2)
provides for +the continuation of established qrazing of
I lvestock. subjJect *o such reasonabie requlations and aquidal lnes
as necessary and as are ordinarily regulated under +he qenaral
quldel [nes aoverning qrazing on Natlonal Forest., such as tha term
qrazing permit.

The areas you mention in your letter as a primary concern are the
headwaters of Oweap Creck and Oweep Basin, This area Is
designated as the Oweoap Sheep and Goat allotment and has baen
used continuatly during +he orescribed arazing season since
1907. The allotment has been under permlt +o the same family of
vermittess, handed down from grandfather +o father 4o son for the
past 50 years.

The camp you mentlon as your maln concern was desliqnated as a
sheep camp In the sarly 1920's and was ona of several campns so
designated, Parmanent struycturas to store salt and also a tent
frame were alliowad, at +hese sites. This practice s, of course,
no tonger allowad in the wilderness, but +the old facilities are
al lowed to remain due to the fact that the witdernass quidel inas
for the High Ulnta Wildarness allow saxisting historical
structures to deteriorate naturally.

Camping, sanitetion and cleanuo is handled under the arazing
permit and annual oberating plans which strass cliean and sanitary
campsites at all +imes,

Wo have had problems in +his area in tha past with shesp harding,
camping. and cleanun: the permittes is currently on notica to
remedy the conditlon of +the herder's camps or face permlt
suspension. In addition, according to the current willdernass
quldel Ines, each wildarness sheepharder's camo location will be
evaluated: where necessary, camps can be relocated to minimiza
tha confllet with the general public and to minimize resource
Impacts.

The use of wood fires for +he sheassherder's camn was an
astabl Ishad practice prlor to wildernass desiqnation and will be
allowed to continua ynder tha current camplng reaulations
requiring concerns for assthetlics. sanitation., and minima!l oub!lc
use confticts, It s unreasonable to expact tha harders to stay
in the wllderness areas for the length of the grazinn sea<on (one
and a half to two months) without the use of wood for warming and
cooking flres.
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{page 2)

Currently one band of sheep of 1200-1400 awes with lambs are
parmitted on tha allotment. The qrazing systam consists of a
rotating plan In which each area of the allotment 1s nrazed for a
specifled perlod of +time befora moving o +the next area.
Unfortunately thls system sometimes leads to the conditlons you
obseryed In the Oweep Basin area, qmnarally caused by the hardars
spending lonqer time than specifiad In the open. easler-to-hard
areas, and less time in the harder access, more-dlfficult-to-herd
areas.

We are currently working with the parmittes to develos a
rest/rotation gqrazing sysitem for +he Oweap, Llake Fork. and
COttoson Basln areas +that will lessan the arazina impacts you
refer +o in your lettar.

Harderfs horses are 1imlited to the numbar necessary to nack In
camping supplies, move +the c¢amp and oroperly handle +he
livestock. Lenath of stay at each camp sita s requlated and
sltss are rotated to attemnt o avoid overqrazing at any one camo
site. Anain, these bprovisions ara included and administerad
under +he grazing permit,
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Duan~ Tucker, Forest Superviior
Ashley Nationzl Forsst

Dear ¥r. Tacker:

The Ashley National Forest draft E.I.S5. and Land and Resource
Lianagems 1t Plan SULZSKS!

How that I have expressed my displeasure, I'd lake to elaborate,

Why 13 1t that this "Plan® for managinf public land doesn*t montion
analternative for what most of us in-the public want--for the Ashley
Forest to be 12f4 alone and only *managed" to preserve the tevrazn,
wildlife habital and range and watershed so those of us who live in
the ecity 7111 have some areas of high ecological integraty to whieh we
can take ourselves and our children for reassurance that life in
America amounts to more than office buildings, shopping malls, tract

housing and ®planned" living communities which all have outdooray names

but only a few boulders surrounding an artificral pond to simulate nature;

no compensation for the wonderfully complex meadow and marsh destroyed

in the preceas of development.

Jo we ~ave tuy watoh the Forest Service allew the Ashley be destroved

by ned, Janacessary roads hailt for questionable timber or mineral company

use, or JWV'a7

Job 2T the Forest Servize would show some guts and tarn the priorvities

of the agsncy from providing gervice to a few commereial in‘erests, to

Rasponsa to Diana G. Baker
Sae Genaral| Statement #9
Ses Ganeral Statemant #7

Soma of +he heaviest Impacts to the environment come from
racreation users and if the Intent is to "praserva™ then the same
typa of restrictions aoplied to other resources would have to
apply +o recreationists as well, possibly *o the point of
exclusion. The Forest Sarvice manages +he land under the
philosophy of multinle use.



{page 2)
See General Statemont #11

prosiding protection far the forest for the benefit of all.

Come on! Provide us a real alternative that reduces and rastricts
and controls the mineral development and timber harvesat and activaly
and forcefully pretects irreplaceable riparian zones and range and
habitat for the elk, bhighern sheep, -moose, and all other wildiifa.

Unplag your orinters and get out 1n the field and come back wath
alternatives supportive of the envirenmental needs and concerns of

ta¥payers like me,

Sincerely,
5&2{;¢ﬂ4h’1)£? Eglxﬂﬂax_,
Drana G. Baker

177% Meadow Downa Way
Salt Lake City, Utah 84121
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Marv and Pam Poulson

3631 South Carolyn Street
S8alt Lake City, Utah 84106

October 22, 1985
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Duane Tucker

Forest Supervisor

Ashley National Forest

Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150
Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear Mr. Tucker.

We appreciate this opportunity to participate in a
meaningful way 1in the forest plamning process and trust that
management of this irreplaceable resocurce will reflect the best
interest of the country for the long term. We believe that only
through far sighted planning, pro-active management, and
perceptive 1mplementaticon can the natural, recreational and
economic values be adequately addressed.

Ashley National Forest
Land Resource Management Plan and
Draft Enmvironmental Impact Statement
Comment

The Ashley National Forest Land Resource Management Plan, 1s
an involved undertaking. Unfortunately, you do not consider the
potential readers of your report and environmental aimpact
statement. The information 1s unclear, statistical data (of
dubious publac value) is presented without sufficient explanation
for imparting understanding. The result 1s that facts are
burred, making readaing the report a complex undertaking. Thais
Situation even appears contrived to discourage effective publac
involvement. We strongly believe that this important series of
documents not only present the facts and alternative management
approaches, but should also provide professional analysis of the
facts and alternatives so that the public can react from an
informed base and not be frustrated into inaction by agency
gobble-de-gook. Please translate the data and bring management
implications more clearly to the fore,

As for the content, including the preferred management
alternative, a few comments seem appropriate. The alternatives
are diverse but seem exclusive of flexibility in combinations and
compromises among them.

With our strong interest in plants and because Pam 1s a

Response to Marv and Pam Poulson

We aqres that the Draft Environmental Imoact Statement for the
Ashiey Forast Plan Is a complex document +hat requires
considaerable study +o understand., Howaver, the Ashley Natlonal
Forast is a very complex subJect to discuss in an understandable
manher. In retrosnect, we should not have tried to describe
affects and Impacts by +he use of araphs, tahlas, and
narrativas. We were trying to make tha Information available and
easlly understood by a diverse qroup of readers., Aoparantlv the
multinle display rasulted in more, not less, confusion. Wa have
attemnted to simplify and straamiine tha Final EIS wlth the
Intantlon of making the rasuitinn documant easier to comnrehand.



graduate student of Phytogecgraphy, we are particularly concerned
with your point of view regarding vegetation, You don't seem to
really care too much for the management and preservation of the
native forest plant communities and natural vegetative
succession. You speak of vegetation only in terms of habitat,
range improvement, vegetative manipulation and especially tamber
harvesting.

The proposed radical increase in taimber harvesting is
particularly alarming from three standpoints. (1)} Saince
increased harvest would yield negative economic benefit and (2)
would not substantially contrel the beetle infestation--according
to statements made 1n the plan, ("Bark beetles will not be
eliminated from pine stands by silvicultural practices."), we
faixl to see the merits of ipcreased cutting So why the drastac
increase 1n tree cutting? Why does the Forest deliberately
intend to flood the marker with extra wood that has no market?
This 1s particularly alarming in the face of high federal budget
deficits. Who would benefit from such a timber subsidy as 1s
proposed in the plan?

{(3) Not only 15 massive timber harvest proposed, but the
attendant construction of thousands of miles of roads multiplies
the impacts to the forest and the natural landscape. Such
activities 1gnore other vegetation and in fact would decimate
herbaceous and other understory plants. We are disappointed that
you feel plant resources for other than timber and grazang
potentials are unimportant. We believe that all plants are part
of the forest environment and must be consadered in any planm We
believe that vegetation deserves more direct, planned maragement
and conservation of natural resources than 1s evidenced by the
plan as 1t now stands. Our concerns include the natural
vegetative landscape a2s an ecclogical unat. The impact of
massive timber harvest, thousands of miles of new timber roads,
and unrestricted mining and energy development roads that would
be possible under the plan could devastate important ecolegical,
aesthetic, scientific, and hydrologic resource values,

Disturbing the general cover, as could take place under the plan
cannot be allowed, Active management of the land must he part of
the plan.

What of the vegetation as vegetatzon?

Endemic, rare, threatened and endangered species (and thexr
habitats) must become part of an active program 1h order to
comprehensively understand and manage the forest. Such special
management areas as Research Natural Areas (RNA) and wilderness
should be fully addressed by the plan. Management of these
valuable natural resources cannot be passive as suggested 1n the
plan. Actaive planning, program development, and management must
be part of the final approach to managing the Ashley National

(page 2)

Sae Genaral Statemsnt #1
See General Statement #4
See General Statament #9
Sea Genara! Statement #3

Vagetative succession iIn bug-kiited, burnasd. and loqqged areas in
lodaapola pine Is similar. An Increased +imber harvest (which the
new prefarred aiternativa doss not have: it is lower. not hiaher,
than the current proqram) wil! have tittle effact on natural
succass[on. FEarly succession of araminoids. forhs, and shrubs
might be somawhat different, but the raturn of conifer trees wil|
be about +he same under the different treatments. Whera
bug=kltled trees are left, +the possibliity of extensive fires
wlil ba Increased. Both early and lata succession on burnad and
logaed areas Is very similar.

We axpect to malntaln natlive forest piant communities and naturat
vegotative [andscape. For example. harvest of bug-kitled and oid
treas wiil make short term chanaas, but tha return of native
conifer communitias to praviously bharvasted stands on tha Ashlay
National Forest Is demonstrated on numerons areas, This return
can be expected in future cuts. One visibla differanca in the
landscape between bua~killed areas not harvested and areas that
are harvested will be t+he standling, and |ater wind-felled dead
{reas.

There are no officially |listed endannered or threatanad plants
known on the Ashley Natlonal Forest. Sclerocactus glaugus 1s
montloned In the E1S as beinq adjacent to tha Forest, but the
habitat for this ptant is below the Forest boundary. We do not
axpect this to gqrow on the Forest. Thers are many known endamic
plants from the t/intah Basin., but faw of these are known from the
forest. Among thoss %known from the Forest are: Astranaltus
detritaljs. Erlgeron untermanli. Penstemon acaulis. B,
ulntahensis, Parrva rvdbsarii, and Townsandla minima. These and
othar endemic nlants are not expacted to ba seriousiy Impacted by
the plan,




Forest under your charge Remember, without the plants, none of
us animals would be here.

Also, with respect te active management, mineral and energy
development must be carefully managed and not merely reacted to.
Many of these resources are already recognized and locations of
some are known. Any develcpment of known or undiscovered
mineral/energy resources on the public forest must hold the
public interest and their land foremost on the list, Developers
are legally subject to management stipulations under your
jurisdiction. Frankly we are disappointed hy your plan's passive
approach to these management challenges

We also strongly support the Utah Wilderness Act of 19B4.
This landmark legislation clearly establishes Congressional
intent for management of designated lands. The lack of active
wilderness management recommendations 1n the plan is very
disturbing. Since Congress has acted, 1t seems clear that the
portion of the High Uinta Wilderness under the jurisdiction of
the Ashley National Forest must be managed to maintain and
protect the wilderness values of this 1dentified national
resource. We believe that the forest plan should provide clear
management directives and enforcement policy designed
specifically to manage natural values within the wilderness and
preclude intrusion of non-compatible activities upon wildermness,

Additionally, wild lands not yet designated as wilderness
must be protected and maintained in their matural conditaion.
Such areas represent "money in the bank" for the future: for
designation as wilderness or for development under a balanced
active forest management program. The object being, pro-active
management rather than the passive and neglectful approgch
proposed in the draft plan.

All 1n all, we see significant management 1mbalance in the
proposed Forest Plan toward ecomomic exploitation of resources at
the expense of natural, aesthetic, recreation, and future
appreciation of resources, This must be rectafied 1f long term
perpetuation of the forest 1s to bhe.

Please keep us apprised of developments related to thas
process, 1including the final and subsequent documents which will
be forth coming.

Thank you,

{ZZ__, \ /:

Marv & Pam Poulson

(paqe 3)
Soe Genaral Statement #14

Sae Ganeral Statement #2
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Duane Tucke: el
Forest Supervisor T
Ashley National Forest
Ashton Frergy Center Suite 1150 October 22, 1985

Vernal, Utah 84078

Re: Ashley National Forest draft Znvaronmental Impact Statement and
Iand And Resource Management Plan

Bear Mr, Tucker:

Thas plan statesthat to accomplish doubling the tamber harvest
on the Ashley National Forest cover the next 20 years logging will be
done on slopes of greater than 40%. I urge that tamber harvésting be
done only on flat and suitable tazmbered land on slopes less than 40%.

I encourage that only the existing road svstem should be used and harvests
should occur only in areas whaich already have roads.

Tirber harvests should be carried out 1n a way which is beneficaal
to wildlife - this would exclude clearcutting methods and road building
plans the Forest Service has proposed. Timber harvesting should not
occur at all in wportant wildlife areas such as riparian zones or
winter range. The plan admits harvesting tiwber from the forest will
be "below-cost sales." Only tawber harvesting which doesn't loose
roney should be carraed out. If these actions are followed then timber
harvesting wall benefit the environment and meet the exasting industry
demand.
Maneral development should be restricted in all unroaded areas,
riparian zones, winter range or calvang areas for elk. Mineral impacts
must be controlled, not reacted to.

The "bollies" area should be closed to mineral develooment and ORV
use. It 1s high elevation sensitive terrain and cannot support such
actavaties. The area 1s amportant watershed and backcountry use area.
It was proposed as wildermess during the forest wildermess review pro-
cess and by a mistake made by Utah's congressmen was not designated
Vilderness, even though 1t 1s one of the most wild areas on the Uintas.
To preserve this unique resource, no road burldina should be allowed
on any unroaded lands on the Ashley.

The example of the Wasatch National Forest on the High Umntas
Inlderness should be followed of restricting use where necessary and
maintaining all of the wilderness i1n good ecological condition.

Forest Service, please provide real alternatives which stress the
preservation of wildlife, restrict mineral development, reduce tamber
harvests and road building' and meet all of the public assues. The pri—
rary public concern raised on the Ashley was to leave the forest "as it
1s5," ‘The Forest Service recommendation does everything but that!l

Sincerely,

Pyt iy

——

Responsa +o Margaret Greqory

Seae General
Saa General
See General
Ses Ganeral
See General
See Genarai
See General

Saa Generat

Statement #4
Statement #20
Statemant #6
Statement 1
Statement #3
Statement #13
Statement #2

Statement #11
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434 Park Ave.
Logan, UT 84321

Duane Tucker October 23, 1985
Forest Supervaisor
Ashley National Forest
Ashton Energy Center
Suite 11530

Vernal, UT 84078

T
W LBY PAT T .-
R
e——

e N

&

Dear Mr. Tucker, o e

Please accept my comments on the Ashley NF draft EIS and LRMP.

I am opposed to the proposed plan 0of doubling the harvest of
timber on the Ashley NF. I urge you to harvest only on gentle
slopes less than 40%, to utilize existing roads only, and to
harvest only the timber which does not lese money. I am strong-
ly opposed to the construction of new roads {over 3000 mailes of
reads) to meet the timber harvestaing goal,

The plan proposes leaving as much as 70% of the forest open to
mineral development. The F8S must control mineral impacts and
testrict mineral development in all unroaded, riparxrian, and
calving areas (and winter range) for elk, The plan fails to
address the cumulative impacts of mineral development to wild-
lz2fe. It alse £ails to restrict mineral development from the
Bollies area, leaving all trails open to ORV use because of
potential maneral development. Thas area contains high eleva-
tion terrain which is important for summer wildlife habitarc,
watershed and backcountry use. Please allow nc road building
in this area and help to preserve this unique resource.

The plan fails to discuss the High Uintas Wilderness management.
I urge you to follow the lead of the Wasatch NF on the High
Uintas by restraicting use and maintaining all of the wilderness
in good ecological condaition. Please do all that you can to
preserve the wild character of the HUW so that our children

may enjoy it as we do.

Please provide realistic alternatives which highlaight the pre-
servation of wildlife, restrict mineral development, reduce
timber harvests and road building, Do not forget that the
primary public concern raised for the Ashley ws to leave the
forest "as it i1s." I appreciate having the opportunity to
comment on the EIS and LRMP, and look forward to hearing from
you concerning these issues.

Sincerely, — .« /
’ w2 /Zra .o
L J}Jj,/ﬂ,’é ,—f-———/

Betsvy

Rasponsa to
See Ganeral
Sas General
See General
Sse Gansral
See Genaral
See General

Sea General

Batsy Nealy
Statement #4
Statement #1
Statement #9
Statemant #3
Statemant #13
Statemont #74

Statement #1t
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tWSEZ, 35 CrT
Duane Tucker. Foarest Superwi sor T
Ashie - Mational rorest
Ashton Enerav Center. Suite 130
Vernal, Utzh 24072 e e s
At T——

Z-ap Supervigor Tucker,

.T hzs t*tsyen some tr'me, odt 1 have row tainrshed

Freuvieming the draft pran +or the Mational Forest and the

DEIZ. I am vare pbasoev w*h fRe orooosalis put forth
The ilaryeonal Forest 1= supposed to be 2 Jznd o+ manv
=

The mikina trixrlis are a mess, Our lattonzi Forest
va5 some ot *he poorest meintained hikKing tra1lse I hawe
sgyer epcountered. fou orint up maos that show miles ot
trxris. put vihen I o3 out to hirve *nem, { +itnd no

-

tratThead markers. no trzi1t markers, and most trails seem
to be vor biker:s and d-wheelerszs, fnat ror ntkers laooking
for guret. Many of the trails have been lcooaged over and

na langer even #xtst excent on rsour maps.

When 1t comes to cross country skt trails the
situation 15 sven worge. UWhrle vou do maintain 2 whole
tra1ls, they ars zo overcrowded and overuszed that t 1z

di+f12ult to enjov them on weexsnds, The parkKing arsas

are selaom olowed out and when thev are they f111 up
zzrly, »e are told to park along the road, but rarel -~
egnouah room olowea clear for parkinao wlthout bBYaockino
traffic.

i+ one goes to the mcuntaine tor a peaceful car
camping rrrb, 1t 'S nerd to +tird answhere tTo camp where
—ne ooee ot hoar Shman Siwe. I+ ome 1 anres Fo backoack
e, ot = hard Yo -iad trallsz.,

tou vant o zpend miitions of dollars burtlaing nezw
rogds sof 3 Joaging naustry thzt eozsis the Forest
I@pNICE MmOones auap s 2E0 Dz o bd me more roads
Jnress ke zals ot frmBer C3n tsy, for the raade recuired
an *he fime St +*ores* sepv,ce oeople L ruoltuea, then
ol ro more roads fast TImEer zales are monev 3OS nu
Jepfures tor *he Forest Zarocas, Wb should more $3
2oteare e w-ea fo supszigire tumber cperations?  Donctv
FpeNM ANSMOFe MORSY 30 TR jumbar ~voule unless  Ou o spend
zguz] amounts on campersz, hilerz Fipraprs, tishermen ano
all thz otner psople 92 nave an fausl right to wse our

u o

*ores .

- S i el

. E=pecizllv 1 those zreazs closest ra bernal. 1 £
= that the on + wszes tne Fopesi Zervicz 13 Interested
2 aArxTing &nd Uembering.

Rasnonsa to Stephen M. Borton

Most of the trall system on this Forest Is In fair condition with
some senments In poor condltion as you Indlcate. A man update
occurs about avery 6 years. howaver, we nlan 1o ravise the naw
map to accurately show the trall system and +trallheads. Signing
of tratls Is more a functlon of avallable funding +han T% Is
intentlional neqiect on thls Forast.

The existing number of cross—country ski! trails Is all that the
Forest can provide under current funding levels. Snow niowling
and other services are provided through agreements with tocal,
State and County qovernments.

Sae Genara| Statement #1



Tourssm 1z verv moortant to Yernal, but outside ot
“ha Flaming Gorae ares little 158 done to oromote rfourist
vrsitation., Feonle do not comes areat distances to drrue
gown tegding roads,  Thev want & witderness—1ike
aevperrence., Many Jocal peanle teel fne zame war, iWJhen
[T ag Vizren to their neeqs.

Thie zummer [ vizited the Mirror Lake area 1o the

weertarn intanz, I could not believe now drtterently 1 F
wAas managed rrom the Lernal xrea. They do a much better
job o+ bBeiro 2 "land of many uzes®. Uhv can’t vou be
mare 1, .2 them?

Maszt stncepraly,

=2

Borton

{oage 2)

The entlre section under Standards and Guldetines has been
rewrltten to strenqthen the Wllderness mananement orescription
and +to correlate with the Wasatch-Cache MNatfonal Forast!s
Management Plan.

The Ashley Natlonal! Forest provides a variety of recreatlion
opportunitias both in roaded and unroaded environments. Many of
the Ferest roads provide access to |ittie used recrsstion areas
and [ands adjacent to non-motorized settlngs. A wlide varlety of
opportunitias exist along roads such as East Park, the Red Cloud
Laop Road and the Chepeta Lake Road. Tralls access |it+le used
areas such as Cow Hollow along the Red Cloud Loon. Tha Forest
would be happy +o answar any of your questions on recreation
opportunlties and nprovide Informatlon on trails and roads In tha
Yernal area.
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RECRp o FORE., Response to Rebecca Wldenhouse

'
1

; . -M‘-T See Ganeral Statement #2

Rebecca Widenhouse : 3——...__,__,_______; Sea Ganeral Statement #7

g;%tsﬁgel gggy?af]’% gls;j_oz !'_'"""‘""‘“"-—-—-_.._. See General Statement #4

Mr. Duane Tucker See Gonaral Statement #1

Egﬁﬁzﬁ ihugiglégziei‘s,héﬁ{tgaﬁggal Forest See Genera! Statement #3

Vi 1 407
ernal, UT 84078 See Genoral Statement #13

October 24, 1985
ober 24, 1 Saa Genaral Statement #11

Dear Mr. Tucker:

I've just learned about the content of the Ashley National Forest draft
Eowvironmental Impact Statement and Management Flan and I'm very concerned.
The Plan apparently doesn't provide alternatives that focus on environ-
mental protectron.

An envirommentally sound altermative would emphasize wildlife preserva-
tion, restrict mineral and timber development, allow little or no road
building and no CRV use.

Such an alternative would limit timber harvesting to slopes less than
407 and to those areas vhere roads already exist. Timber harvesting
should be conducted only to meet the needs of the public (not the timber
companies) and only when 1t can be done profitably.

An environmentally sound alternative would restrict mineral development
in all roadless areas, and wherever it would intrude omn elk and other
wildlife habitat. leavaing 70% of the Ashley open to mineral development
18 not acceptable. The Forest Service can exercise more authority over
mineral development than that.

Finally, a suitable alternative plan would give special protection to

sensitive areas like the Bollies, and would, in general, be designed to
keep our forssts in good ecological shape.

Please consider providing an environmentally sound altermative to your
recommendations,

Sincerely,

Jﬁdm & oo——;»é}im

Rebecca A, Widerhouse
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P.0. Box 7192
Missoula, MT 59807
October 23, 1985

" 7t.iLEY NATIONAL FOREST |
Duane Tucker, Forest Supervaisor RECHVED !
nshley Jatiomal Forest !
ashton Znergy Center, Suite 1150 oeT 2 " 1085
Vernal, U 84078 - - '

.

|
Dear Mr.Tucker: : _j

s,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Ashley National Forest
draft plan, The lands under your administration are extremely valuable,
and worthy of careful decision~making. -

Uafortunately, I cannot support vholeheartedly any of your 9 alternatives,
1 suggest you revise them, and supply at least one true wilderness
option, I say thas for the following reasons:

~—Tamber production will not be viable and economically sound for

years to come. You will not rid the forest of pine beetle through
harvest, neither are there great demands for timber on the current
market, You will be selling tamber at a deficat, and for at least
the present time, loweraing the net value of the forest.

~-Logging on slopes greater than 40% 15 detrimental to the watershed, to
wildlife, and is much more costly than extracting tamber from flatter
areas, Logging in such sieep areas 1s not appropriate in economic

or "conservationist" terms,

~-You have not made plans to reclaim areas that are developed for
mineral purpeses, The Forest Service has the responsibality to
control these impacts, not simply react to them.

~~Tou leave out the most spectacular area in the forest for wilderness
protection. The "bollies"——sastern Uintas, Chepeta, Weyman Park and
Dry Fork=—are important not only for their scenic values, but are

also crucial summer wildlife haoitat for bighorn sheep, elk and moose,

Flease restrict minexal development in the 60,000 acre Bollies, Close
1t to O3V abuse and preserve 1fs wild chawacter,

I love Utah for 1ts wildness, 1ts spectacular landscapes, 1ts pristine
areas, 3o do many other people that visit your state, Wild places
are an important economic asset to Utah. Don't jeopardize this resource.

Consider an alternative that would keep large acreages of roadless area
in the Ashley Natiocnal Forest.,

Thank you for your attention to my letter,

3incerely,

sy fc’C'O%/7/2(:E ZEe

Responsa +o Moll le Matteson

See General Statemant #1

Ses Ganeral Statemont #4

The Forest maintalns an lnventory of areas needing rehabil ftation
traatmants resulting from mining activity. Thara Is currentiy
onty one arsa on that Inventory that needs +treatment. New |y
mln:d arees wlll contain adequate provisions for rehabilitation
work.,

Sas Genaral Statement #13

Sea Gonaral Statement #2
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Heather Camphell HECEIVED
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P.0, Box 69 ° ’ i

Jensen, Utah 84035 T2hess
i
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October 25, 1985

L.

Duane G. Tucker, Forest Supervisor
Ashley National Forest

Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150
1680 W. Highway 40

Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear lir, Tucker:

In reviewing your proposed Forest Plan and DEIS, I have
identified several areas that I feel deserve more consideration.

The preferred "Alternative B' calls for a great increase in
timbering with a corresponding increase in road building.
My understanding is that the timber will be seold below cost
in order to increase the harvest of beetle-killed trees.
There is certainly a good point to salvaging the ftimber if
it can be done profitably, but if the expenses outweizh the
advantages then this should be reconsidered.

The increased timber harvest will not prevent the spread or
decrease the damage done by the beetles. According to the
DEIS, the fire hazard may be reduced though the risk of fire
will increase due to increased activity. Perhaps the objective
of having marketable timber fifty years from now could be met
in a less costly fashion through the use of controlled burns
and harvesting along existing roads.

At a time when Congress 1s trying to balance the Federal

budget through various reductiong, it seems inappropraate

that the Forest Plan proposes an alternative that requires

an increased budget. It alsc seems inappropriate, in light

of the overall timber industry slump, to assume that there

will be =2 market for the timber in excess of our present market.

On a more personal note, I would like to see more of the forest
area designated as Semi~Primitive Hon-Motorized and have some
of the forest bordering the wilderness area withdrawn from
mineral entry and leasing with the hope that these areas will
remain undeveloped for as long as possible,

I hope that you will ook more closely at Alternatives D, F,
and ¢ as being wmore cost-effective with less emphasis on
increased timber harvest and road construction.

Sincerely,

é/mm da, J [u.(

Heather Campbell

Response to Heather Camnbell
See Ganera) Statement #t
See Genaral Statement ¥4
Seas General Statement #17

Sea Goneral Statemont #2
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655 Canyon Road
Logan, UT 84321
October 25, 1985

Duane Tucker, Foresi Supervisor
Ashley National Forest

Ashton Energy Center, Surte 1150
Vernal, UT 84078

Dear {r. Tucker:

Please add the following to the record 6f public comments on
the Ashley M.F. Forest Plan (draft EIS)

The Ashley pian 1s one of the most biased and anti-ecological
plans to have come to wy attention. It appears to be centered entirely
on resource extraction, with no apparent concern for protection or even
future use of the forest resource; the plan also, remarkably, flies 1in
the face of even economic reality, It appears to be a document of unusual
single-mindedness, and might even serve as a classic example of forest plan-
ning at 1ts worst.

Doubling the harvest of timber, when there 15 no market for the Tumber
and no hope of ecologtcal justification {forestaliing pine bark beetles, for
example), and when costs w11l far exceed revenues, 1s just plain irresponsible.
As even the plan states, wildTife will be severely impacted; the 3,000+ miles
of forest roads projected will be there for many years and decades, rendering
the resource vulnerabie to further raids and abuses.

Opentng 70% of the Forest to mineral development, and clawming the Forest
cannot control mineral development, 15 further evidence that this Plan has been
done hurriedly, superficially, and without any profound sense of the value of
the Forest 1tself. There 15 no sign of stewardship here; the plan sounds like
a late-19th-century robber baron's dream of expicitation.

The higher elevations (the "boliies") should have been included in the
Utah Y1 lderness Act, and logically are part of the wilderness, and should be
protected from motorized recreation. The resource 1s priceless and should not
be degraded Someday, when even politicians wake up to the value of wilderness,
all of the higher parts of the Uintas, and a good deal of the lower elevations,
w111 be protected, 1t 15 up to the Forest to provide the interim protection.

What the Ashley Plan appears to need, above all else, 1s a vision of
the value of the Forest, and a sense of stewardship. Opening the Forest to
the ravest forms of extractive use, as the Plan appears to do, would be a
genuine tragedy

n e mm i
Stneerely, 1 _EY NATGNAL TRy
ACCRIVED

Th;;izdj:di;oggL x‘i]‘”ﬂ \ ; (0T 281965

]

I

Rasponsa to Thomas J. Lyon

See Genera!
Saa Ganeral
Sae Ganeral
Seo Gensral
Sea Ganeral
Sen Ganeral

Sae Genoral

Statement #4
Statemant #1
Statement #9
Statement #12
Statement #3
Statement #13

Statement #11
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Rasponse to Doua Chinn

Sen General
See General
Sea General
See Ganeral

Saae General

Statemant #4
Statemant #1
Statement #£3
Statement #13

Statement #11
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658 £. 1700 South; Apt. B
Salt Lake City, Utah 84105
October 25, 1985

et et S T .
Duane Tucker .. BV NATIONAL FURE. |
RECKIVED

Forest Supervisor
Ashley National Forest

H
Ashton Energy Center : ocT 201985 !

Suite 1150 l
Vernal, UT 84078 |

Dear Mr. Tucker,

I have reviewed the Ashley National Forest draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Land and Resource Management Plan and would 11ke to make the
following comments.

Regarding timber, the Plan would double the timber harvest, even though
this would result 1n "below-cost sales". Many roads will be built and
reconstructed to do this, impacting wildlife habitat and pristine recreational
values, I am opposed to this and therefore ask that you utilize only existing
road systems. Harvest only the timber which w11l resuit wn a profit to the
U.S. Government. Harvest only on slopes tess than 40 percent Do not harvest
1n 1mportant wildlife areas, 1.e. riparian zones, winter range or calving
areas. Do not disturb roadless areas I you follow these guidelines you can
meet the market's demands while st11l protecting the areas which have higher
values than tree cutting.

A1l of the alternatives addressed 1n the Plan appear to me to be
“development oriented*. For example, even the "non-market" alternative Teaves
70% of the forest open to mineral development, over 60% of the forest open to
ORYV use and maintains an already too high timber harvest. I urge you to
provide real alternatives that focus on preserving/improving wildiife habitat,
rastricting mineral development and reducing timber harvests and road buiiding.

Restrict mineral development i1n unroaded areas, riparian zones, and elk
winter range and calving areas. Mineral deveopment 1s not the highest nor the
best use of these areas. I urge you to make an effort te regulate wmineral
development 1n these areas, not just react to 11t.

Close all mgh elevation sensitive areas to mineral deveopment, logging
and ORY use, Do not allow road building 1n any of these areas. Give special
management protection to preserve the wilderness character of these areas.

{he Wasatch National Forest plan on the High Uintas Wilderness provides a good
ead.

Thank you for the opportumty to comment,

?ULQ,{ P)\z{ T

211e Buffa

Rasnonsae +a Josfla Buffa
Sea Genera) Statemant #1
See General Statement #4
Sae General Statement F12
See Genera| Statemant #2
See Genaral! Statement #3
See Genera] Statement #7

Ses General Statement #14
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Duane Tucker
Forest Supervisor
Ashley National Forest

T

T

Ashton Enerpgy Center-Suate 1150
Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear Mr. Tucker

Please include these comments in the official public comment record on the
Draft Fnvaironmental Impact Statement--Resource Management Plan for the Ashley
National Forest.

Because the timber program seems to drive the plan and because the timber
program 1s out of line with what the forest should provide, the plan is not
responsive to what the public wants The major public concern 1$ to leave
the Ashley "as 1t 1s"  The plan doesn't come close to doing that

There 1s no need to double the timber harvest on the Ashley especially when
such a proposal includes logging in roadless areas, negative impacts to elk
herds and other fish and wildlife species, logging on slopes greater than
40%, deficait timber sales, and a decrease in the present net value of the
forest There ismn't even a market for the timber Why cut 1t?

Roadless areas should remain roadless They are the most aimportance resource
on the forest This 1s especially true for the "bollies™ on the eastern end
of the High Uintas The forest service always c¢laims they can manage roadless
areas without the necessity of wilderness designation This 1s a chance to
prove 1t  The forest service should close the bollies to mineral development
and ORV use It 1s sensitive, delicate land, important habitat for baghorn
sheep and the most aesthetic regron on the forest it 1s very important to
bachcountry recreationists which s what the area i1s best suited for

There 1s no array of alternatives that emphasize protection of roadless areas,
wildlife and aesthetics  Where 1s the alternative that keeps all roadless
areas roadless, protects all important wildlife habitat, restricts mineral
development, and reduces timber harvesting and road building® There 1s really
no array at all.

It appears the Ashley National Forest has made a conscientious effort to
prevent the public from participating in the planning process The draft

EIS and Plan, with their volumes of computer charts and lack of narrative are
impossible for the public to wade through What will the forest look like 1in
twenty years” Plans like the Ashleys' are the very reason land management
decisions are being made in the courts and in Washington D C, and not by
those who know the resource on the ground That 1s a tragedy

Sincerely,

George Nickas
Price, 1

Rasponse to Georae Nlckas

Sea General
Sea Genaral
Sea General
Sea General

See Gonaral

Statement #4
Statemant #1
Statemant #2
Statement #13

Statement £11
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Mark Pearson
F.D, Box 204
Grand Junction, CO 81502
Duane Tucker
Forest Supervisor °Cr 271085
Ashley National Forest
Ashton Energy Center, Smite 1158 |
Vernal, UT B4@78

bt et ———

Pear Mr. Tucler:

I am writing regarding the Ashley MNational Forest Draft EIS and
Management Plan. 1 have had the pleasurs to spend a number of days in
the Ashley Mational Forest while passing through o- visiting the
Vernal area. I am concerned by the e-tensive road building and timber
cutting proposed by vour plan.

While I have observed the evtensive outbreaks of pine bark
beetles on the fprest, I disagree with the Flan s approach to
combatting the beetles. I do not believe that a massive road building
scheme will appreciably i1mpact the beetle infestation and that the
result will be severely diminished wildlife, watershed, and
recreational resources. The Forest Service can have no hope of
eliminating ping beetles from the forest through massive timber
cutting, as the Plan admits. It s fiscally irresponsible to be
proposing such a scheme of widespread below—cost timber sales at a
time when the federal deficit 1s approaching #2 traillion. Thas
deficit has resulted precisely from the type of management you
advocate, t.e., throwing large amounts of money at a problem with no
hope of a favorahle result and with few true benefacial impacts. I
find :t particularly objectivonable that to meet thrs 1nerease 1n below-
cost timber sales the forest will have to lpp greater than %40
slopes. 1Is this wise management™

I urge the forest to utilize the evisting road system to aceess
timber on the less steep, more apprapriate lands rather than at the
etpense of wildlife and sorl stability. No below-cpst timber sales
should be sold without e.plicitly stated specific resource benef:ts.
And please try to maintain the few non-readed primitive recreational
lands that sti1l1l e:«ist on the forest.

Cne last point, the forest needs to better control mineral
1mpacts. As of now, there are few, 1{f any, restrictions on mineral
development. If the plan fails to place restractions on activities at
this time, the forest will have no handle under the 1872 Mining Law to
cantrol futurs develeopment proposals. Do we really want the whole
forest to end up looking like the phesphate mines north of Vernal??

Sincerely,

7{:“12 ajgﬂ"fm

Marl Fearsaon

Rasnonse to
Sea Genaral
See Genaral
Saa Genaral
Sea Ganeral

Sea General

Mark Pearson
Statement £9
Statement #4
Statamant #1
Statemant #2

Statemant #3
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A.D. (Arch) Shaw i ROV} 5 jog5 i
2814 LeMay Avenue L j
West Valley City Utah 84113
(801) 969-3679 . o l
ARTIST g

November 12. 1985

Mr. Duane G. Tucker, Forest Supervisor
Ashley National Forest

Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150

1680 Y. Highway 40

Yernal, Utah 84078

Dear Mr. Tucker,

As an artist, fisherman, and one who appreciates the beauty of
our high mountains in their natural siate, I want to make known my feelings
concerning the proposed forest plans for Ashley National Forest.

Hy main concern 1s commercial development in Whiterocks Canyon
and the High Country East to Leidy Peak., I was displeased when I learned
a road had been bu1lt tc_w Chapeta Lake 1n Whiterocks Canyon. I am even
more concerned with plans to extend this road to the Queant and Cleveland
Lakes area, because thrs would allow motorized vehicles to get within
approximately two miles of Fox Lake Two miles is not an adequate buffer
zone for the wilderness area fisheries.

One of the most valuable assets of the High Uinta range is 1ts
excellent fishing It is excellent in the High Lakes because they are
not eas1Ty accessible. The fastest way to ruin the fishing at a high
altitude lake 1s to build a road to 1t. For this reason, I strongly recommend
that no road be built closer than 8 to 10 miTes from any of the high lakes
1n the roadless area. Therefore, the existing road to Chapeta should
be barricaded at its beginning on Pole Creek Road to prevent further use,

Your proposal to do extensive road building 1n the now roadless areas
of Ashley National Forest to facilitate cutting of timber 1s a mistake and
would lead to the demise of milTions of acres of primtive forests as we now

Response to A.D. Shaw

The road +o Cheneta Lake was beaun fn +ha early 60's and
completed Tn 1971, Roads in the West Fork of Whiterncks were
buftlt In tha late 60'S for timber harvest. Thare are no plans to
extend these roads +o CQueant and Cleveland lLakes and we have no
other olans for road construction or logning In +he area of the
lakes during the planning period (10-15 yaars).



know them, Timbering operations in the upper Whiterocks Canyon, particularily
1n the Queant Lake area, should be stopped immediately.

In my mind, clearcutting to forestall the destruction of Lodgepole
and Ponderpsa Pines by the mountain pine beetle would be tantamount teo
amputating ones hand to prevent warts. Let the damaged trees be harvested

As one travels through the Altamont and Bluebell oil fields of
Duchesne County, one notices the five-acre scars n the land with storage
tanks and metal buildings marking the sight of 011 drilling To have the
Ashley Forest raped in this manner 1s unthinkable to any caring indiviual,

I am not opposed to the multiple use policy of our forest Tands, but
I feel that 1t would be criminal to allow any type of deveiopment other than
tra1l burlding 1n the vicinity of any of the high mountain Takes between
the east boundaries of the High Uinta Wilderness Area and Leidy Peak.

I consider excessive timbering, grazing, mineral and 011 development,
and easy-access recreation developments in the now roadless areas of the forest
to be an encroachment upon the natural state of these areas and should be
prohibited. Let us preserve as much of this area as we can for those who
want to walk or ride a horse free from the roar, stench and unsightliness of
civilization.

Curtailment of voad building and commercial development for the next
ten years 1s necessary to qualify the Whiterocks River drainage East to Leidy
Peak area for future inclusion in the High Uinta Wilderness Area.

I made the first of many pack trips into the High Uintas ym 1948
and subsequently 1ntroduced my children to this area. I am hoping to do the
same for my grandchildren. It 1s a place of great importance to me and it 1s
critical that it be preserved for the use and enjoyment of our posterity.

May you and all others responsible for planning the future of Ashley
National Forest be nfluenced to consider the 1nterests of everyone, not just
those who have commercial 1nterests.

Sincerely,

VY4

A.D. Shaw

{page 2)

Since the Whiterocks River dralnage East to Laidy Peak Is part of

Area a. I+ will be oprotected by a bprescrintion which
dovelopment in the area during the nianning period.

Sea General Statement #19

See Ceneral Statement #11
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Mr, Duane G, Tucker, Forest Supervisor

Ashley National Forest

Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150 '"““--_-___ f
1680 W, Highway 40 e d
Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear Mr. Tucker:

Upon careful review of your Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

and Proposed Forest Plan I am left with the impression that your agency has
ignored the reason for establishment of nationazl forests - which 15 not
only to control the removal of natural resources but also So protect the
ecosystem and wildlife contained waithin those boundaries.

To this end, I see no planning or commitment on your part to ensure a proper
balance. Instead, your policies are so slanted toward commercial use that
any emphas:s on environmental and wildlife plannming is questionable.

As an experienced backpacker, camper and fisherman, I have traveled to areas
such as Yellowstone and Glacier National Parks, the Windrivers and extensively
tn the High Uintas. HNot one of these locations can match the diversity of

the High Uinta Wilderness Avea and the adjacent Ashley National Forest.

With so much to offer the outdoor enthusiasts of this state you should not
side with such a small minority of individuals who could care less about the
environment and what they do to 1it.

TIMBERING: I find several points of your proposed timbering program to be of
extreme interest,

A, Your plan is teo immediately double timber harvest even though
you admit there will be defieirt sales. This, in essence, means
the forest service loses 1in terms of revenue., Can you really
afford to let the consumers of our natural resources dictate to you?

B. Timbering will be allowed on steep slopes, thus promoting erosion
of what little humus now exists.

C. Clearcutting: 1 have personally seen the results of clearcutting
1n the Gallatin and Wasatch forests and from these gbservations
this practice can be measured 1n two ways: The first 15 a free
ride for the timberman at the taxpayers expense with deficit sales
and second, 1t allows for the extended use of off-road vehicles
which further broadens the magmitude of damage to.all the areas
surrounding the cutting saites.

Your excuse for allowing this policy and an increase 1n timber
sales 1S to stop the spread of the mountain pine beetle. However,
the beetle can only destroy those trees that are weak to begin with.

Rasponse to Glen J. Smith
Sea Goneral Statoment #11
$ee General Statement #1
See General Statement £4

Sea Ganaral Statement #19




Therefore, your suggested silvicultural approach has no valid
basis for the allowance of clearcutting in advance of anticipated

beetle infestation. (pans 2)

D, HMost importantly, you plan on opeming the roadless areas to Sae General Statement X2
timbering and extensive road building within the first decade
of the plan, Saa General Statement #3

MINERALS: I would suggest a re-alignment of your mineral policy so that
you are no longer a reactive force, but a controlling force in
mineral management.

If this letter could be condensed into one sumple and meaningful statement
1t would be: DO NOT OPEN THF ROADLESS AREA TO ECONOMIC DLVELOPMENT FOR AT
LEAST THE NEXT DECADE. Thais will allow those of us who are truly concerned
about marntaining forests for wildlife and future generations a chance to
turn this forest into one that equals out both sides of the spectrum in
terms of conservation as well as development.

In summation, I request that those undeveloped areas which Were dropped from
the 1984 Wilderness Act be set aside for at least ten years so they may again
be considered for installment into this area of diverse and protected country.

Yours truly,

o | Fmith

Glen J. Smith
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Movernber 12, 1985

Mr Duane G Tucker
Ferest Supervisor TR

Sl !
Asliley Mattonal Forest i\;-‘ i
Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150 :

1680 W Highway 40 T —

Yernal, Utah 840786
Dear Mr Tucker

Thank you for the epporfunity you've given me to rewigw the Draft
Environmentsi Impact Statement and Proposed Forest Plan for Ashley
Metional Forest  nparticular, thank you for the extension af the review
period to Novemnber 15, 19835

Though | heve net had ataple time and opportumiy to study every detal of
the proposed plen for Ashley Matienal Forest for the next ten to fwenty
years, there are certein points 1 feel that need to be made Iy
understanding foir the establishment of natienal forests wes for the
preservation and protection of wildlife, plantlife, watershed, and the
inherent naturat keauty of the forest and surrounding aress Many points
of thts pian sppear to undermine thrs basic reason for the existence of
national forests

adrmttedly, some logging operations gre necessary in the national forests,
but | can thank of no sound reasen, ather than political reasong, 1o wnine-
diately douple timber harvests when the plan adris that the industry wiil
eperate at 8 loss! Also, 1t seems to me that clearcutting the forest on
stesp stopes, wiich would be necessary to keep up with the proposed rate,
ould cause exlensive erosion in some areas, thus endangering valuable
watersheds, herimng wildhfe in the areg

Clearcutting parts of a forest 13 fine as long 93 1115 done 1n & controdled
and carefully planned manver Thaus plan, however, ignors the 1des of
‘controlled’ clearcutting and appears to alloyr those involved 1n the Limber
widustry Lo ‘cut where they please ' The excuse thal clearcutting would

Response to James C. Petarson

The establ ishmant of national forests is for multiple use (ranne,
wild! lfe, timber, watershed, wildarness. and recreation),
Multiole use means conservatlion (protectlon from loss or waste)
of resources.

Sae Genara! Statement #4

See General Statemont #19



ceniain the spread of the mountain mne beetle 15 nol regsohable since vast
aress of forest would bave to be cut th order to sigminicardly effect the
beetie s spread Even the Plamitselt states that the beetle wall not be
glumnated by these "silvicultural’ practices

The plan states thal spprwarmately 70% of the 1orest will ke open far
rmueral developtnent, and unphes that ashiey National Farest wiil have
httle control aver prepesed mineral developments, stating that they are
pnly reactive  Tins leaves ane with the feehing that the Mational Forest
Service 15 at the mercy of private industry with what they do to the
forest

S, I m sure there are many other points of the plan wiich | hive not
coverad But as a backpacker and frequent visitor to the High thnta's
Primitive area and Ashley Netional Forest, | request that you curtar the
oroposed increase 1h Limber karvesting until the next review pertod This
ncludes halting the plan to burid new resdwoys for these purposes  The
timber industry cannot shul down altogether, but keep clearcutting under
control, carefully planned, and off the steep terratn Timber harvesiing
should not excede rates where httle or no profit 15 being made

A1s0, 1 feel that the natianal farest service should have cantral aver how
the natural resources and minerals in the are developed Though soine
developrent ts bound Lo acour, the nattonal forest service should be able
to see to 1t that these developmentis do not greatly effect the wildhfe and
natural besuty n the area

[n surarnary, Ashley Mational Forest thould reject many pointe of this plan,
and continue Lo aperate a5 imt s anginal fashion, that 15 to preserve and
ta protect the forest im it’s natural stete Perhaps & more reasonable plan
can be propozed 10 ten or twenty years time

Sincerely yaurs,
\ v DA L),‘- .03

James C Peterson

{page 2)
See Genera! Statement #3

Sag General Statement #2



E. BUSINESS COMMENTS AND FOREST SERVICE RESPONSES

B~1
B-2
B-4
B-5
B-6
B-7
B-9

Southern Cal [fornla Edison Company

Champ! In Petroleum Company

Chevron U.S.A., Inc,

Rocky Mtn. D11 and Gas Assoclation, Inc.

Great Lake Lumber

Victor 0. Brimhaii, J.L. Casey Bown, T. Dean Spackman
Adrian K. and Ellen B. Reynolds

B-~10 Ratd D, Banch
B-11 Green and Berry
B=12 Desearet Goeneration and Transmission Cooperative
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Mr. Duane G, Tucker September 4, 1985
Forest Supervisor

Ashley HNational Forest

Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150

1680 W. Highway 40

Vernal, Utah 840738
Dear Mr. Tucker:
SUBJECT:

Ashley National Forest
tand and Rescurce Management Plan

In response to your letter of July 16, 1985, Southern California
Edison Company appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
Draft Ashley Naticenal Forest Land Resource Management Plan.

We are pleased to see that the Draft Plan recognizes utilaty
corridors, and encourage you to continue this recognition as you
develop the Final Plan. Corridor designation 1s an important
and critical element of land use planning and 1s a valuable tool
for both land managers and the utility industry.

We note there is general dascussicon and pelicy in the text
regarding corriders; however, we recommend that location,
specified widths and type of utility facilities involved be
shown on the maps.

Transmission lines are delineated on the maps as individual
rrahts of way and should be shown as parts of utility
corridors.

We suggest designated corridors be of sufficient wadth (2-3
miles) so as to provide the rooting flexibility necessary to
avoird or mitigate potential impacts to environmentally sensitive
areas that might be located within the corraidor,

Rasponse to Southarn Cal ifornla Edison Company

A statewide map is beina orepared by the state of iHah. BLM, and
Forest Service to coordinate all agency olannlng: +he map wifll
display the Information you are requesting.

Tha map key refers to these as existing util ity corridors. Also,
sap Table H in Appendix H of the ETS.

The width of the windows range from 4 to 9 mlies wide for the
reasons you mention. However, +the corridor desiqnations have
been el Iminated within +he Flaming Gorae NRA. These dasignations
were In conf!ict within NRA management standards and quidel Ines.
The potentlal neaed for widening the rlght-of-way for Western Area
Power Administration |ines Is recoqnized. Such widening wiil be
analyzed and evaluated based on project speclfic proposals,




i

Mr. Duane G. Tucker -2~ September 4, 1985

We thank you For this opportunity to comment on the plan and
trust you will give our comments full consideration 1n the
preparation of the Final Plan. If further details are needed,
please contact Mr. J. R. Wilson at (213) 491-2880.

Very truly yours,
S

899s
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Forest Supervisor
Ashley National Forest
Ashton Energy Center
1680 W. Highway 40
Yernal, UT 84078

Re: Proposed Land Resource Management Plan
and Environmental Impact Statement

Gentlemen:

Champlin Petroletm Company, a subsidiary of Union Pacific
Corporation, thanks you for the opportunity to comment on the
captioned Plan and E.I1.S5.

We commend the Forest for 1ts efforts wn the planning process;
however, we are somewhat concerned about the lack of attention to
minerals and energy, specifically o011 and gas. We would Tike to
see the areas of no leasing and no surface occupancy defined on a
map. Also, we should appreciate an interpretation of the exact
meaning of item number 15, page IV-31 of the Plan. Does this mn
fact mean that o11 and gas exploration and development would be
denied 1n favor of a "critical resource" of Tesser value? What
might a "critical resource® be mn such a case?

On page I1II-45 of the E.I.S. under ¢., Suitability, mn the first
paragraph, the statement 1s made that lands may be considered
suitable for exploration, but not necessarily suttable for
development. Why 3is this so? Also, n the last sentence of the
second paragraph under Suitability, the statement i1s made that the
Forest Service can decide against leasing if the value of the land
or its resources outweighs the foreseeable benefits that would be
derived from exploration of the mineral resocurce. How can such
values be determined without first conducting exploration
activities? In addition, it 15 our understanding that the Forest
Service can only make recommendations to lease or not to lease and
not the actual decisions,

Again, we thank you for the opportumity to comment on the Plan and
E.I.S.

Véry truly yours, >
e R ::2 e C_«QE%%%;ffi;;iij/

James M. Taylor
Staff Landman - Public Lands

JMT/mrk

Champhn Pelraleum Company
PO Box 12567

Englewood Colorado 80150
303 779 0079

Response to Champ!in Patroleum Company

Excent 1n withdrawn areas, mineral leasing Ts awthorizad under
the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amendad, on tha entire
Forest. Since oil and gas !ease aonlications commonty cover
10,000 plus acres, each apollcation must be evaluatad on 2
case~by-case basis: only than can approorlate stioulations be
recommendad. To attempt this on a wholesala basis with a mao
showing where sslected stipulations anoly would be imoractical.
A matrix displayina apol fcation of special stipulations and whare
they are appiled is contained in the Plan an a |lst of standard
and sooacial stioulations Is included In abpendix B of the Plan
and H of the EIS.

An Interpretation of the item number 15 Is that activities may be
daniad or !limited to orotect a criticali rasourca such as
threatenad and endanqsred snecles hahitat. visual resources. or
In some casa, riparfan habltat.

Explaoration activities qenarally involive [ittie or no surface
dlisturbance wherras dovelopment could resylt in total
displacement of the surface resource. Expjoration must be dons
in a mannar that orotocts the affacted land and resources.

Your understanding Is correct. The word "decida™ has been
replaced with "recommend.™
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October 23, 1985
M M (Lisa} Flesche
Staff Anatyst
Legssiative ardd Regulatory Affairs

Ashley National Forest
Draft EIS/LRMP
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Mr. Jack Watson, Ashley Forest Planner
Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150

1680 W. Highway 40

Vernal, UT 840478

Dear Mr. Watson

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the captioned
documents We are very councerned about your planning team's apparent
position that the exploration and development of energy and minerals
does not need to be considered in your forest planning process.

Your position is in direct comflict with the mandates of+ The Nataional
Forest Management Act vregulations, specafically at paragraph 219 1
(b} (2) (which requires that a trade-off analysis between the mineral
resources and the renewable resources be conducted for each plan
alternative), the same regulations at paragraph 219.22 (which requires
that "mineral exploration and development shall be considered in the
management of renewable resources'); and Section 1502.14 of NEPA (which
requires that all reasonable alternatives be evaluated and reasons
be given 1f any alternatives are eliminated, and specifically states
that "reasonable alternatives mnot within the jurisdiction of the lead
agency” shall be included) We hope that you will revise youtr planning
documents to include alternatives which detail the various management
emphases and their direct effect on energy and mineral exploration
and development

Chevron 15 not currently active in the Ashley National Forest, so it
1s impossible to predict precisely how the Plan might affect us Still,
we recognize the Ashley National Forest as being an area of potential
o1l and gas interest to us, and we reserve the right to challenge
decisions made under the Plan which would adversely affect operations
that we might propose in the Forest.

Sincerely yours,

S Sade

MMF c¢m

Narthern Region — Exploration, Land and Production

Resnonse to Chevron, U.S.A.

I+ was not the Intent in our Draft Environmentat Impact Statement
+o infer that minerals exploration and devalonmant did not nesd
to be considered in the Forast Ptanning effort, What the DEIS
did +ry to dlsplay was the lack of sol id Information on minerzls
potential on tha Ashley Natlonal Forest. Note that the
discussion Tn Chapters 11, |}l and 1V of the EIS al! pertalned to
minerals management and to tha oroblems of nrojecting sctivities
which are demand related. The Final E!S axoands the discussion
of minaral management under tha various alternativas.

Wa have attemnted +o sexnand the discussion of minarals
oxploration and development in mananement areas hy rachrasing the
standards and quidel ines Tn tha Forest Plan and by axpandinng the
disnlay of minarals informatlon in Chaoters |l and IV of the
Final EIS.
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i o f;f Rosponsea to Rocky Mountain ©11 and Gas Assnciation, inc.
T A
) B o Information partaining fo mineral exnloration and davalopmant 15
v{ TN datalled fn tha Anatysls of the Managemant Sltuation (AMS) which
. fs avaflable for your review, The content of tha AMS is brlafly
VO AT TS TR A summarized Tn Chaptar 11 of +he E!S and also addresses thease
= commants,

Rocky Mountain
Oil & Gas Assoc'atlon, lnc. 345 PETROLEUM BUILDING » DENVER coLoz%ﬁ?sm-szm

Dctober 23, 1985

Mr. Jack Watson

Forest Planner

Ashley National Forest

Ashton Energy Center, Suite 1150
1680 West Highway 40

Vernal, UT 84078

Dear Mr. Watson:

I am writing on behalf of the Rocky Mountain 0311 and Gas Association (RMQGA)
to comment on the Draft Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP} and Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Ashiey National Forest. RMOGA 15 a
trade associattion representing hundreds of members who account for more than 90%
of the ol and gas exploration, production and transportation activities in the
Rocky Mountain West. Because of this, our members have a vital interest in how
the Forest Service manages tts lands, particularly with respect to mineral
resource activities.

We do not believe the Draft planning documents for the Ashley National
Forest are in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
Follewing 15 a discussion of the regulations as they pertain to energy and
mineral resources 1n the planning process.

The National Forest Management Act regulations presently prescribe under 36
CFR 219.22 the following 1ntegration requirements for planning:

Mineral Resource: the mineral exploration and development 1n the planning
area shall be considered in the management of renewable resources. The
following shall be recognized to the extent practical in the Forest plan:
{a) Active mines within the area of land covered by the Forest pian;

(h) Outstanding or reserved mineral vights;

(c) The probable occurrence of various minerals, including locatable,
leasable and common variety;



October 23, 1985

Mr. Jack Watson
Forest Planner
Ashley National Forest

page two

{d} The potential for future mineral development;
(e} Access requirements for mineral exploration and development; and

(f} The probable effect of renewable resource prescriptions and maragement
direction on mineral resources and activities, including explioration
and development.

Specifically, Paragraph 219.1(b){2) requires that the process should deter-
mine "the relative values of all renewable resources, including the relationship
of mineral resources to these renewable rescurces". This paragraph requires a
tradeoff analysis to be prepared for each of the plan alternatives. When, in
terms of mineral resources, there is only one alternative under consideration,
it is impossible for a tradeoff analysis to be prepared. The Forest Service has
said that the reasen for this approach is because they do not have jurisidiction
over mineral leasing. However, such problems are addressed by NEPA.

NEPA, Section 1502.14, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, directs
the agencies in the preparation of an EIS as follows: Subpart (a}, "Rigorously
explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alter-
natives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons
for their having been eliminated". Subpart (¢) further states, "Include reaso-
nable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the Tlead agency". The
Forest's argument that they have no jurisdiction over mineral activities and are
therefore not required to fully integrate minerals in the planning process is
not a legitimate one. NEPA requires that alternatives under consideration
should include those not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency. This pro-
vision applies specifically to energy and mineral activities since they are
valid uses of Forest lands but administered by the Bureau of Land Management.

In light of the above provisions, we believe the Forest Service is in viola-
tion of existing NEPA and Forest Planning Regulations. We expect that the
Forest Service will want to revise its current planning documents to include
alternatives which detail the various management emphases and the direct effect
on energy and mineral opportunities, as well as access constraints and restric-
tions. For example, an alternative which emphasizes timber production would
prove more favorable for oil and gas activities since these activities are com-
patible; whereas, an alternative which emphasizes nonmarket opportunities would
contain more stringent restrictions on emergy and mineral activities and oppor-
tunities.

{page 2)
Chaptar ¥ of t+ha EIS contalns an exnandasd wrltenn addressing
your concarns In (a) and (f).

Seo General Statement #10.

As noted In several places in the DE|S, the Forest recoanlizes the
resoonsibll ity for manaqement of all! tha resources of the
Ashley. What we were trying to exerass in the Draft s the fact
that minerals activities are aeneratad by off-Forast demands and
Intarnational Infiuencaes, placing us In a reactive rather than a
oroactive position. Wa are roasponsible for reauastinn,
reviewing, and approving operating nlans for proposed locatable
minaral activitles. Ne also hava +ha resoonslhility for
reviawing and makina racommandations +to the Bureaw of Land
Manaqgement, who actuaflly has final ([=asina authority., for any
proposals for (easing activity on National Forest adminlistered
tands.

Chanter 1{] of tha EIS Inciudes an expandad discussion of
rasponsibit [ty and Appendix B In the Plan and Apoendix H In the
£1S, includas tha stipulations aool led for olf and qas 12asing.

A matrix has besen deveioped and incorporatad Into the Plan which
displays speclal stipulation and |and areas whara aool iad.
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Mr. Jack Watson
Forest Planner
Ashley National Forest

page three

Only through the analysi1s of resource values can the management prierities
be determined for each management area. The Forest Service should 1dentify
lands having energy and mineral potential and prescribe actions which would open
or maintain access to those resources, while meeting minimum legal standards for
environmental protection. Areas where conflicting resource values outweigh
potenti1al mineral resource values would have minimum protection requirements
which meet the plan objective for that area. However, when only one alternative
has been 1dentified and analyzed, the purpose of the planning process has been
defeated.

Each of the management alternatives under consideration should 1dentify the
tradeoffs which would occur as a result of the possible implementation of that
alternative as 1t relates to energy and mineral values. The tradeoffs should
1nciude opportunmities and restrictions for access to minerals, minimum protec-
tton stipulations requived under each alternative, and analysis of relative
value placed on each conflicting resotrce.

When the preferred plan alternative 1s ultimately selected and published,
each prescription for management should describe the specific impact on energy
and mineral resources. This should include the minmimum standard requirements
for surface protection upon 1ssuance of leases, permits and pTans of operation,
and what additional requirements, if any, are to be placed on these activities
in order to meet the objective of the prescription. Also, the prescription
should give rationale as to why normal standards are not sufficient to protect
the land use objective. However, the proposed Ashley LRMP dges not give this
informatien: either an area 1s withdrawn or i1t 1s open, subject to the Forest
Wide Management Direction, which in ttself cannot provide site specific require-
ments by management area.

One other point we believe 1s relevant 1s that while discussions of minerals
and their associated activities can be found 1n several different sections of
both the DEIS and the proposed Plan, in most cases these sections are virtually
1dentical. It would be more prudent to cross-reference this discussion rather
than to continually repeat 1t. It would be much more enlightening to the public
1f the mineral section contained more pertinent discussions as to the energy
resource si1tuation. For 1instance, there ts no indicatton as to how many leases
have been 1ssued on the Forest, where they are, how many lease applications have
been filed, or how many drilling requests have been filed. A map 177ustrating
areas considered to have mineral potential should also be 1ncluded.

(page 3)

The onty Information available for determining the anarqy and
mineral potential of the Forest Is on a vary aqeneral baslis. We
hava clarffied fthe affacts of the various ajternatives on the
desirabliity of minerals activities. Avallable mineral data is
ckatchy and Insufficlently datailed. allowlng uvs only to
speculate on future deveiooment activitles, Note that standard
and special stfpulations are aopended to the Final EIS and Ptan
for Tnformaticnal purooses.

The minaral data (number of claims, leasas panding, loases flled,
and ganeral locatlions) aro detalled In 16 panas of the Analysls
of +ha Managemant STtwation, available for opubllc review upon
requast, No detailed map 1s Tncluded.
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Mr. Jdack Watson
Forest Planner
Ashley National Forest

page four

In conclusion, we do not beTieve the Ashlay National Forest Draft LRMP and
EIS comply with NWEPA regulations or the National Forest Management Act. We
recommend that several changes be made to the draft planning documents which
follow the guidelines we have suggested 1n these comments. Further, we would
also recommend that the mineral discussions be revised to tnclude more pertinent
information with regard to energy and mineral activities.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the planning process. We
will be happy to discuss our recommendations n further detarl at your
convenience.

S1incerely,

Aol Wil
ém Alrce I. Frell
Public Lands Director

AlF:cw
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Economlc effects of the Ashlay Natlonal Forast upon the local
economy Is described In Chapter 111, Table t1-1. This discusslion
dld not Intend to "siiaht" the +imber or |ivestock Industries.
However. the amount of employment denerated by these two sectors
of the economy Is only a smail percentane of +the +otal
amploymant/oobul atfon plcture.

Rasponsa +o Great Lake Lumhar

The imnortance of thase two sectors has undoubtedly Increased
within the past one to one and a half yaars due to +he downturn
in the enargy sactor. Howevar, the fiqures for racalculation of
emnployment are not avaifable for thesa recent months.

Aoproximately 80 bpercent of the roads to be constructad are
temporary roads, skid trafls and landings. Thase will ba closad
whan the area has bean harvested. Of th2 remalining 20 percent
which wouid be permanent. 40 nercent would ba newiy constructed
and 60 percent raconstructad. in addition. most of tha new
permanant roads which wil! be bullt are local roads, many which
wlll be closed after Initial activities ara comoleted.

We have tried to sTmplIfy and clarlfy tha Final EIS and Forest
Plan to make {4 mores understandable,
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Since commarcial fualwood sales are tha most cost effactive way
to remove and ranenerate dead lodnenola stands effactivaly, we
intend to meat this demand. This doeas not mean wea wlll increase
the tota! board feat amounts for the Forest per year. Rather
this means that percentaages of the avallable wood will increase
for commarclal fuelwood sales If the demand increases.

Law enforcement was inciuded In Chapters |1 and Y of the draft
Forast Plan. Thls discussion was combined into Chanter (1 Tn the
final. You are correct that enforcement of requlatlons Is an
Increasing oroblem that will undoubtedly continue as wsas on the
Forest Increase. We are continually upgrading the Forast's [aw
enforcement capablilitles through +traininn and, as +he budaet
allows, through coonerative efforts with +the Sheriff's
Departments 1n the counties with the major portifon of Forast
uses,

The Plan provides saveral Standards that wlll quide activitles
within the Yernal watershad In order to assure that Water Qual ity
standards are meat., The monltoring of both tha quantity and
qual ity of water Is outiined In the monitoring section of the
Plan.

Qur intent Is that changes from the olanned actions would take
place on a oroportlionate basls. However. this is sub|ect to
budaets wa racalve and fo Reqlonal and National changes. Minor
changqas In any given year would not necaessarily trigger Forest
Plan amendments or ravisions, Amendments and rovisions would
only occur from slanlflcant varlations from olanned activitles
which could not bhe averaged over saevaral years of the nlanning
period.
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{page 3)

The +imber sales program Identlfled within tha "schedul Inq
sactlon™ has attempfed +to soread out the salas that may be
located In wet areas.

The Ashlaey Is In the process of dramatically changing the current
sale standards, proceduras, and purchaser requirements, Sale
preparation standards are being reduced In an  attemnt +to
significantly raduce costs and out more resoonsiblilty uwson the
surchaser to nerform as a "Prudant Operator™. Sals procaduras
wilt be reduced, requiring the ourchasar +o be resmonsible for
many mora activities on the sales, such as volume determination,
accountab |l ity, sale design, and slte oreparation activitles.
This year the Ashley is beginning a proaram of orescribed firea to
raduce slash created by sales and for traatment of standing dead
lodganole pine to Imorove wild! ife hahitat and reduce +ha Immense
areas of unbroken flre fuels,

Road and area closures wil| be handled throuah the Travel Plan.
This plan wili be raviewasd annually and undated as neacessary.
The criteria for thaesa closuras Is located In the standards and
auldal Ines tn the Forest Plan.
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Dear gir,

Reference vour letter 1920, dated 16 July 83, mliciting our
comments on your Proposed Forest Plan. We appreciate this
opportunity, oOur comments are directed primarily toward the
Flaming Gorge National Recreation area (NRA) as covered in
Appendix A, FGNRA Supplemental Direction.

Mission & Goals (Page A-l). Those of us who have chosen to

live in the NRA do so primarily because of our love and appre-
ciation for its natural environment. So, we are pleased that
Par IA4 (page A-l) recognizes this as one of four important
elements in providing a *"high quality wvaried recreation exper-
ience’. We suggest that the functions {facilities and services)
provided by your concessionaires and the privately ownea Flaming
Gorge Lodge are also so significant to the NRA experaience that
they should/Mentioned and treated as a separate element. This
could be done by deleting the last sentence in paragraph 4 and
moving it to a paragraph 5 as follows:

"5, Davelopment of facilities to relatively high scale
will be concentrated in a few areas of heavy public
use, OConcessionaires will be used to satisfy demon-
strated public needs that cannot be met with Forest
sarvice resources. The needs of c¢oncessionaires and
private enterprises serving the public within the NRA
to remain economically viable in what has:been a.short
geason environment: mustrbe considered,_ -Expansion of
winter sports activitiss could help reduce the impact
of this seasonal syndrome."

Greendale Managz2ment Unit CFC-4 {(Page A-39). In par 4b{7) vou
state: "Release no water for private land use that is owned by
the Forest Jervice and may be needed for use on the NRA.Y We
support what we believe is intended, but this is too absolute

to be good management policy. It seems unwise to lock up in the
short term a valuable resource such as water because of a hypo-
thetical condition that may never materialize, It is conceivable
that it might be in the public interest to release water for
private land use, in a period of drought and high fire hazard,

on a month to month or year to year basis and still have it avail-
able when an MRA need arises, We suggest the phrase, “"Protect

Forest Service Water Rights" would “etter satisfy what is intended.

And, it should apply to all management units, not just CFC-4.

Rasponse to Victor 0. Brimhalt, J... Casey Bown, and T. Dean
Spackman

The need for concasslonalra and private devalopment 1s recoanizad
and osncouraaed on paqa Al4 In the appendix.

Your suqaosted chanaa for the Greandale Mananement Unlt has basan
mada,
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Cedar_springs —Bootleg-Mustang Management Unit CFC-5 {Page A-40).
Paragraph 5b{4) under "Management Decision" could he deleted

unlegs there is a particular reascn for including the "no new
concesgionaire” idea here, It is virtually a repeat of par. 11B6{2)
on page A~14 that applies to all management units. It is a good

idea,

Tnstead of the above, add; " Consider concessionaire maintenance
of the fish c¢leaning station.” Clearly, this task for over two
years has been beyond Forest Service resources. When it does not
function over long periods of time 1t becomes a monument to waste/
poor planning/bad management.

Because campgrounds and stores mutually support each other consider
keeping the popular Fire Fighter Memorial Campground (Bootleg-
virtunally adjacent to Flaming Gorge Lodge) open through the Deer
Hunt.....operated by a concessionaire i1f necessary. other

Naticnal Forests are successfully extending their campground
gervices in this manner now.

Red Canvon Management Unit CPC-6 (Page A-41),

After the negative par (6) "Permit no organization or group
occupation of the undeveloped part of this unit except on a
day-use basis," Add: “Consider the development of a Group
Campground,.” Reason: Stores and campgrounds provide support
for each other,

Add a paragraph that in effect reads: “Maintain the uncommon
status of Green'!s ILake where, for a fee, any person can be
virtually guaranteed a fish catch and a fresh mountain trout
menu at the Lodge." This is an important, unigue, and long-
remembered experience for many visitors to the NRA,

Dutch John Management Unit GR-2 (Page A-45),

There is a prevailing wind in Dutch John that increases the
energy cost for the school and homes and often makes it un-
comfortable to be outdoors, even in the summer, We don't know
whether the Dutch John master plan calls for the planting of
wind breaks or not, but it certainly should. Action on this is
twenty years over-due, We suggest thas need be specifically
mentioned in your plan and priority be given to the school's
protection where children of BLM and Forest Service employees
spend so much of their time.

Fuelwood Management. There is only one reference to thig in
the NRa, It seems to be adequately covered in Chapter IIIX
{Issue #2, page III-2) and Chapter IV {pages I¥-8 and IV-23)
which of course apply to all parts of the Forest, including
the NRA. But, there remains widespread dissatisfaction with

{paga 2)

Both pragraphs 5b(4) and [IB6(2} are apollcable, ona on a broad
scale and the other more soeciflc to a particular Managemant
Unit,

Bocausa of the nroblems and associated expense of maintaining +he
fish cleaning statlon, it Is doubtful If concasslonalres would
accapt this respansiblillty. However, we would welcoma such a
proposal .,

The ontlon of keaning the campground opsn is currently avallabla
through apo! ication for a spacial use nermit.

The naad for aroup camping areas Is acknowledaed, and some
camnqrounds have been modifled to accommodata this ysa.

Recreational exneriences at Green's Laka are prasent|y orovided
as part of the speclal use permit for Red Canvon lLodas.

Wind break protection can ba provided outside the scope of thls
plan fhrough nlannad community action.
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the specific plan adopted in the NRA and we have concluded that
the problem lies with the priority {(importance) given to this
function by the Forest Service, Because the resource available
for harvest is so high vs. the demand does not lesgssen the
importance of the demand, 1In faet, this circumstance exacerbates
public dissatisfaction when the specific plan for firewoed

rmoval appears parsimonious and designed principally with the
idea of "control" and the generation of statisticg in mind vs,
fulfilling a public need,

Harvesting firewood for personal use , for those engaged in it,
satisfies recreational, psychlogical, physical and economic
needs as great as those borne by hunters and fishermen., The
numbers of interested citizens involved are certainly as great
or greater than those involved in timber harvest, Personal use
firewoed is all Aead and each stick removed from Ashley Forest
in the next decade or two cannot help but jimprove the health of
the forest.

What we cannot reconcile with the above; (1} The only reference

to firewood in the NRA is a negative,...'permit commercial removal
of firewood only when necessary to meet NRA management objectives,"
(We would hope this is not directed toward firewcod per se, but

to reserve the area for Personal Use permits). (2) We see fuel-
wood being burned in slash piles where public ac¢cess has not been
authorized, (3) Personal use firewwod harvest is denied during
winter months, yet on page A-11l, par 3(7) you, %“Schedule timber
removal operations during wither months in areas bordering roads,
trails, campgrounds,...." etc,

Basically, we suggest that the plan would be improved if this
function (Personal use firewood harvest) was recognized as an
important recreation experience., It is a good, winter sport,
healthy for the citizen and forest alike, We would hope such
recognition would better serve the puklic by providing access

to more locations, covering a variety of tree species, throughout
the year,

Sincerely,

Lokt

VICTOR O, BRIMHALL
Flaming Gorge Acres
Dutch John, Utah 84023

Flaming Gorge Pines
Dutch John, Utah 84023

j'l‘it\_\,‘_ 5”!-1:"/&‘114:(«.%
T. DEAN SPAgKMAN e

637 10th Avenue

salt take City, Utah 84013

(pange 3)

Your dissatisfaction sbout the Ashleyls flirswood nroqram seems to
stem from not understanding the Forast's flrawood polley In the
NRA. The Importance of making firewood available to everyone
throughout the Ashlay is as high as any other use of this
materlal. We racoanlze the importance of the demand. especially
because of thae tremendous amount of dead materfal avallable,
With so much dead wood, it Is important we use all avallable
opportunities to utilize the wood and accomn! ish our resource
oh Jectivas.,

The intent of this statement is to allow "commarcial™ flrewood
sales within +the NRA providing they do not conflict with
managemant objectivas. All timber harvesting. whather It is for
personal use or sawlog sales, must not conflict with those same
management ob Jectlves. Wo do not feel 1t Is good managamant fo
reserve the NRA only for personal use firewood harvesting.

Burning of slash that has heen pited should only occur whan the
matarlial Is located where 1t is not oractical or safe to altow
gathering It for personal use firewood or where there Is so much
dirt mixed into the nlles that i+ would damager chainsaws, We
intend to make most siash available for flrewood prior to when
the contractor plles It.

The Intent of the statement on A-11 (7) 1s to try nof to laq in
areas of high recreational wse during the time when those areas
are congasted with larqe numbers of osonle. Wintar Is tha bast
time In these congasted araas. To accompllish winter timhar
sales, purchasers must plow snow at their own sxoensa, For safaty
raasons (timber trucks on the plowad roads), wa can not aflow
access on thesa roads to the genaral publlic.

We racoqniza flrewood qathering as a recreational activity for
many Individuals, but not in tha winter months. Access In The
winter Is almost Impossibla, axcant in dangerous arsas ajonq
hinhways. Access durlng the winter has a great potential for
rasourca damaqe. (Timber contractors pay for road nlowinag at
thefr own expanse and hava environmental stinulations written
Into their contractss nelther situation Is practicat with
parsonal use firawood qatherars.) For those rare occurancas when
neonle need additlonal wood during the wintar., +thersa are
commercial operators available from which they may bpurchase
firawood. We racommand that peoole, who rely unon firewood for
thair winter heat, plan ahead and aather a sufflcient amount
aar| ler during the summer harvasting ssason.

A varloty of species Is made avaltabla for firewnod throughout
the year, where a variety axlists. Soecies avallable In past
yaars Include lodaapola nine, pondarosa pina, Pinvon-iunioar, and
aspan.
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October 25, 1985

s

Mr Duane Tucker, Supervisor
Ashley Nationsl Forest

1680 West Highway 40
Yernal, Wah 84078

Dear Mr Tucker

As individuals with 1nterests es inhoiders n the Daggett County portien of the Ashley National Forest
since 1954 and with a lifetime of familiamity with the north slope of the Uints Mountains, we want to
express our concerns over the proposed Forest Land and Resource Management Plan

We reahize that you are obligated to fulfill the Jaws and regulations in preparing such a plan as stated 1n
the Prefaca, pg 1, of the Plan Wa are concarned that Congress hes allowed any depariment of the
government 1o determine 1t's own destiny  We note that the aiternatives of the plan 1s directly tied to future
budgets and funding which can be used as justification and a pricr commitment of Congressional intent

We attended the first meeting of the planning process for the Forest Plan with good intentions, havirg
previously participated 1n the public meetings, reviews, etc of the Flaming Gorge Management Guide Only
after receiving the procedure for the Elk Manegement Plan in 1984, which was prepered by various
agencies and stgned by the Forest Supervisor along with others, did we realize that first meeting was for the
sole purpase of obianing individual names te 1111 the requirement of public review The procedures for that
plan stated that individual public input was of Ittle value and that the Forest Service used it only to comply
with ‘the letter of the lew" The first meeting for the Plan wes 8 multiple-choce presentation of an already
prepared plan Of the many items discussed, only the selected 1tems previously chosen by the Forest
Service emerced as the objectives and goals for the Plan We were further disillusioned with the value of
any individual public input when we read an Associated Press release tast year just before Christmas The
news story covered Forest Service Chief R Max Peterson who, in meeting in Casper, Wyomtng on Forest
roads, was guoted as stating that the Forest Service would manage the public lands without following the
‘whims of the pubhic’

To be more specific n our response, we have noted the following items that we are concerned about

1 Meps We have been unawere that the Forest Service hed repubhished 1n 1972 the USG5 Quadrangle
sheets East Park Reservoir, Uteh 1963, and Flaming Gorge, Ulah-Wyo 1966 We have been using the
USG5 sheets plus the Ashley National Forest map pubhished in 1971 This wesk, when we received a copy
of the revised 1972 Quedrangle sheets attached te a briefing paper, we first became aware that there were
errors n your versiwon of the map used in the Plan

- The 1971 Forest map shaws Lake Creek south of the Greendale cana) and Highway 44 This1s

correct  The repubhished map shows Lake Creek north of the Gresndale Canal and go1ag into Green's

Lakes This 15 ncorrect as this is the ditch buitt in the late 1800's by Willtam Riley Green in the
creation of the Green's Lakes  This 15 the dltch that s presently under permit to Red Canyon Lodge
Lake Creek drainage below { north of) the Gregndale Canal has not been used since prior to 1900 and
has not been shawn on eny recent maps

—
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Your comments about inconsistancies betwsen oldar mans and later
pub! Ications wll| be sent to our Reqlonal Office maoping sectlon
so that they can be considered In the mext mao updata.

Rasponse to Adrian K., and Elfen B. Reynolds
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- Both the USGS Quadrangle sheets and the F3 republished sheets are wn error i showing ihe ditch going
from the East Green's Lake to the West Green's Lake  Each lake drains into a different dranege and the
r-1dge between them does not aliow flow from one nta the other

- Tha Farest Road 372 below the West Green's Lake stil) shows the crossiag of the dranage a5 1t was
prior fe the FS use of the ares wn 1960 for g borrow pit for their construction of the Red Canyen
Overlock road

2 We are concerned about the siluation of inholdings 1a the Natwnal Forest We do not know where the
justification armses for the Forest Service to write into the plan the ohjective of buying all mhoider
proparty whenever possible  Former Supervisor Rowen wnssried into the Flaming Gorge Management Plan
that the Forest Service prefers privete inholdings not to develop by responding to public input of the
Swestwater Counly Planmng end Zeming Commission  Even though the Forest Plan dees not spell out the
methods designed ta stap development aof private nholdings, we da nat believe that entities essentral to the
origtnal homesteading and 15suance of patents for the tand should be disturbed Rights-of-way for access,
water, and utihities or restrictions that stap their maintenance should not be used fo stop the development or
the ubilization of the lands

In August of 1979 we responded o the proposed rule change of 36 CFR Part 251 pertamning lo
rights-of-way permits for publie lands We still maintain that because it was necessary for the Forest to
allow use of rights~of-way for eccess and for water 1n order to accomphish the requirements to gain a patent
1o the land that these rights became a part of that land

We do not think the Forest should circumvyent the State lews cancerming water rights  The Uteh State
Supreme Court 1n a8 July 1965 ruhng of a Forest Service Appesl of private water righis of the Green River n
Utah Distict Court unammously congurred If the rule were otherwise the Government, through s
agents, could be wholly arbitrary shout asserting weter rights 1f and when it plessed It should be abvicus
that if in the future the government could assert rights which could have been adjudicated in this proceeding,
s decree would be without any sohd foundatien, the private water rights sdyudication could be made a
shambles of, and the principle of res sdjudicata defeated ™

Marmienance of roads into patented lands should not be left to the Forest Service whe can reglect them
1n order to change land values Any such road should be where the caunty and the individusls involved can
maintain them {o a passable condition

3 The historical background of the Willlam Riley Green family, their development of their Green's
Lakes, thewr attempts to have a wiidhife park, and their naming of the Green's dale for a post office hes been
grossly ignored and hes been very poorly researched by Forest personnel The older Green's cabins in
Greendale have beer ignored in relation lo the latter Swell cabin  The Swett history has been reported
incomplete by the Forest Service and relics of early sawmll ectivity have been lost m the pest few vears
The old dugout sites between the Green's Lakes and on Salt Lick Draw and Fagle Creek, old Jend corners
markers, and marks of the original 1880's government road into the area are fading with the accelerating
timber harvest caused by the mine bestle epidemic

4 The development of the two visilor certers in the Flaming Gorge less than 1S miles apart is the result
of pre-National Recreatan Area days when (he Deptment of the (nferior buiit the one on the Dam and 1n
competition to it the Forest Service built one &t the Red Canyon Qverlook  Duplication of this type of service
for the fwrst time forest vistior does not Justify the expenditure 1n continiing the Red Canyon Visitor Center
Traffic patterns have changed drematically with the completion and designation of Federal Highway US191
The Flamng Gorge Management Plan was made without ful) consideration to this change.

S The Brown's Park - Littlehole road proposal which 1s currently again en item of discussion is dened
in the Forest Plan  As a County Commissioner n 1959, | rode this area horsebeck with the Uteh Fish and

(naga 2)

Authorization for purchase of inholdinas s nrovidad [n Saction 8
of Pub! i¢c Law 90~-540, the act astablishing Flamino Gorge Mational
Recreation Area. The developmant of private Inholdinas should be
agoverned throunh {ocal zoning ordinances., oprovided these are
cons fstent with the nurnose for which the NRA was established.

Watar riqhts are approprlated undar State Law for soeclflce
purposas and are not uspally lIssued as part of a land patent
uniess, for soma reason, the rights weara soeciflicalty included In
the patent., Tha Ashlay Forest recaqnizes +that Hah State laws
must ba foliowad in the atlocation of water. The Plan doss nnt
vary from these |aws.

Roads receive maintanance considaration on a scheduled bhasls
accord ing to use received.

The Forest Service Is Interested in all historical informatlon
and would be wiiiing +o work with vou to correct any
misinformation about the former Swett oropertles and to preserva
historical Information sbout the former Green oprooartlas, The
Flaming Gorage Natural History Associatlon is also avalilable to
assist In oreserving this heritaqe,

The Rad Canyon Visitor Center is recoinized as a featuras
atfraction within thae NRA and confinues to recalva favorable
commants from Forast visltors. Usae patterns atso varlfy the
ponutarity of this structure. The Center is onerated entiraly
with Voluntmars and thus Is one of the most cost-affactlva
opAarations within the NRA,

Plaase raefer to our resoonse to lattar Government~12 and Generat
Statement 18 which contalns information renarding +tha Brown's
Park Road.
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Game, who were both 1n favor of such a route  Attempts were made to coordinate with Moffilt County,
Colorado Commisstoners  The Forest District personnel were n faver of such a route at that ime 1L 1s
apparent to us that such a road, built back from the river's edge, would aitow the extreme pressure of the
usage of the Green River below the Flaming Gorge Dam to be spread over lwice s much area 1t would
etiminate the congestion on 30 to 40 miles of inadequate dirt roads that traverse through much of the
wild)ife habitat of the Clay Basin area It is hard to believe that it would make that much difference to the
usage of the area from the Colorato end of Brown s Park when considering the paved road and the already
present attractions of the Federal Waterfoul Refuge and the Gates of Ledere at the head of the Dinossur
Nationat Monument The present srtuation 1s denying the people of Utah access into the Upper Brown's Park
while 1t 15 readily available for the user from the Colorado direction

6 We believe more usage of the campgrounds could be made 1f an effort was started to allow people to
provide lhemselves with do-it-yourself camping The shortening of the sesson on both ends with
campground closures has created more problems 1n open areas and also in the open seasons  Winter use
conducted along the plowed roads and parking areas would welcome the use of an epen campground

7 Christmas iree cutting restrictions should include consideration to private land holdings 1115 not
compatible to nholders to allow persons with a Farest Christmas tree permit to cut trees outside their gates
The landowners themselves don t cut the trees even with a Forest permit

8 We would hke to see the Forest Service encourage the removal ef eccumulated fuels to reduce fire
hazards by encouraging the public with free-use permits and with year—round ereas open wherever they are
available

9 Receni heheopter fire bombings on ihe Barelep area between North Skull Creek and Jarvie Draw
appeared 1o be an expensive way to obiain ihe desired results in wildlife habitat |f opened for free-use
firewood permits, most all of this area could be utilized 1t is teo bad that you cannot exchange the land
stetus of Baretop for that of the wilderness of the south slope of Gosiin Mountain where the proposed
Brown's Park road would be built

10 The Forest Plan does not consider the land exchange with the BLM  Spiitting the Flaming Gorge
Nationa) Recreation Area (NRA) at the Wyaming-Utah Statehine does away with the only original intent for
the NRA creation {1 was created only because {he Park Service under the Department of Interor was lo
provide recreation facilities on the Bureau of Reclamation Flaming Gorge Project There was no way for the
Department of the Interior to extend 1tself into the National Forest The Forest Service was obligated o
provide recreation facilities on Forest lands of the project, but were unable to extend themselves outside of
the Forest boundares The Forest could take over management of the recreation facilities on the entire
project by forrring the NRA. With the proposed 1and exehange the management of the Flaming Gorge would
again bs divided Why can't the Forest recommend to Congress that the NRA be abolished and the extensive
and costly rules and regulations be removed. This would result in actually providing more fecthties and
more beneficial usage The Flaming Gorge 15 @ man-mode reservoir with large recreation use end a large
potential for expansian it 1s not & primitive wilderness area to e set aside to stagnate

We would Iike 1o see all Natwnal Forests conserved with use rather then to have them preserved in a
wilderness state behind ne-trespassing signs and violaton warnings

Sincerely,

laoie o

{nane 3)

We are not sure what is meant by do-it-yourself camping. but
there are abundant areas where camning can and doess occur in the
of f~season. particularly by users who hava self-containad units.
Winter camping occurs In the oaved parking tots and disnersed
areas throughout the NRA.

We have no restrictions for cutting Christmas treaas on srivate
lands. Private land owners declde what thay wish to do with
thair trees. We do not authorize the harvestina of “raes
ad Jacent to roads or In recrsational areas. We will maks avery
effort to enforce these requiramsnts, wlth assistance from the
local public. When a trea permit Is lIssued, the nurchasers ara
directed to araas whara they are authorlized to harvest tha tfrea.
St+ate statutes reguire that peonle obtaln permission to enter
uoon private land for any reason. |if this siteation axists, It
should be hrought +o tha attentlon of the local law enforcament
anencles.

The Ashley is continuing a program of orescribad firse fo reduca
slash created by sales and for treatment of standing dead
fodgepole pine to Iimporove wlildlife habltat, and to reduce the
immense areas of unbroken fire fusis.

The Foraest encourages as much use of the dead stands and loasinn
siash as nossible, through al! avallabla oosortunitiaes.
Currently, the Forest uses the flrewood ormaram as one of the
maJor methods for the removal of the dead wood. Year round use
is impossible hacausas of wintar conditlons. Dua to early and
haavy snowfall acting as Insulatlion, most soils do not froeze
during tha wintar months. When heavy trucks loadad with flrewood
driva on the wet, usuvally snow coverad roads, resource damane
occurs. To rapair these damaged roads after this haopbens Is
qulte expensive. In some cases, I[rranarable, unaccaptable damaae
occurs. The charge for the firewacod !s nart of a natlonal
program that requiras people who obtaln direct hanefits from tha
National Forest also supnort the cost of oproviding those
benefits. Thls is the same ohilosophy hehind the requirement
that people who use a davaloped camnaround must pay a fea.

The use of aerial Ignition from a hallcopter for nrascribad fire
fs an aconomicat method of plnyon-|uniper control. Much of the
area burned Is not accessibla for firawood ramoval. A laraqa area
was burned +hen secded during the winter fo orovide tha needed
qround orotectlon. 1t takes several years +to remove a smatl
portion of a bpinyon-Juniper area by firewood cutting, Spot
saadInq would not be feasible.

The oroposed Forest Sarvice-BIM Interchanne would not affect
Fitaming Gorge NRA or the adJacent Natlonal Forest administered
lands.



Roosevelt, Utah
October 23, 1985

TO: USpA=—Forest Service
J. §. Tixier, Regional Forester
Intermountain Region
Federal Office Bldg., 324 25th St.
ogden, Utah 84401
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ALSO- Jack C., Watson, Forest Planner
Ashley National Forest
Surte 1150, Ashton Energy Center
1680 W. Hwy 40
Vernal, Utah 84078

ALS0: Various copies to others, 1.e., Forest Supervisor - Ashley, ate,
Gentlemen:

In response to your invitation as a reviewer in your letter dated July 16,
1985, I submit the following comménts and suggestions:

COMMENT: The "Proposed Forest Plan" and the YDraft Environmental Impact State-
ment" are too voluminous and should be more brief. Redundancy should be elimin-
ated., It is however, all inclusive and indicates much thought, research and ef-
fort was expended. I desired ta respond to many of the irtems, but the time to
fully review 1s not available to me, I shall therefore limit my suggestions to
one aspect of the plan which 1s of particular interest to me and wherexn I have
some expertise., I refer to "Timber".

Page 11-9, Paragraph 5-

I totally disagree. FEarly decade harvest levels should be dramatically
increased for the very reasons you concluded the alternative to ke not viablie.
a. Costs of the i1ncreased harvest levels would be borne by those who

do the harvesting,
b. The environment would be greatly enhanced -improved- by rapid removal
of the beetle killed timber.

Page 11-13

Your statement, "....the mountain pine beetle would still coptinue to run
1ts course" 1s at variance with my personal observation, which 1s: the beetle
epidemic seems to have already run 1ts course. If my observation is correct,
then the future infestations should be npipped in the bud forestwide by gquickly
harvesting infected trees in the dense continuous stands referred to on 111-56.

In chapter 111 of the Proposed Forest Plan, page 111-2, Issue #2 Fuelwood Man~
agement, paragraph 3, i1s the statement which greatly angers me, personally.
Specifically it rndicates that a fuelwood availabirlity designation will be "the
thinning of pole sized stands.,"

Response to Rald D. Bench

'f the entire baetle~kliled timbar was removad, [+ would have to
be by some meathod other +han +imber or flrewood harvesting.
Thare Ts so much dead wood that we would neod +o treat 30,000
acras par yeaar. Even with the current high demand for +hase
preducts, we are able to accomplish only ane tenth +his amount.
By Increasina the use of bprascribed fire, wa should ba abla to
Increase the treatment of dead lodnenole nine stands to aroungd
5.000 acres oer year. Treatment on 30.000 acres per vear would
cause unacceptable and Irraparable damage to nearly avery other
resource. After a orellminary in-denth analysis. wa decided not
to snend a major effort in pursulng this alternative.

Page 11-13 - Your observations are corract: the beetis apidamlic
has already run its course. Thls statement was included In the
EIS when I+ was drafted four years aqo and s not aporoorlate
now. This has been reflected In the FE!S and footrnoted o
indicate the time period involved.



éage 2

It so angers me that I turn to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement again,
to Chapter V, the "list of preparers".

I wonder which person or persons I have communicated with so inadeguately,
I feel lake a faarlure! I feel like throwing up my hands in futality! Hewever,
I shall try once more, here goes:

Fact: A dead, standing pole sized tree's value as fuelwood 15 only a
fraction of its value as a corral pole, a yard fence rail, a shed
rafter, a lodge beam (a tipi pole), a brace pole in a wire fenco
corner or line brace, a trellis for horticultwral use, and on and
on,

Fact: Most fuelwood gatherers prefer the larger diameter trees because
more cords (tons) can be obtained with less effort and expense.

To sell, give or otherwise provide dead, dry, pole sized trees to fuclwood
gatherers 15 a personal affront to me and every other person who needs poles four
the uses indicated above and the practice should be immediately curtailed and
have no part in the DEIS!

How can I persuade you? wWill threats help? By a copy of this letter to
Loryn Jepsen, Kelly Wilkins and others, I now make @ threat. Unless you 1y .urs
me personally in wrating that you will issue me permits to remove from the n huv o,
by selection cut,dead, dry, standing trees of peole Size in quantity, and J..ure
me that such a policy as "thinning pole sized stanpds" for fuelwood shall .ot
a part of the "Forest Plan", I shall:

1. Obtain numercus photographs of things of beauty -~ fences, corruls,

trellises and so on,

2. oObtain numerous photographs of things ugly such as the ugly natiov. n

forest (the Ashley) showing the dead standing and later the fallen pour

sized trees; and T will,

3. cCompile lonhg lists of frustrated citizens: ranchers, farmers, homvosin:

businessmen, landscapers, contractors, fence burlders, even Goverarwint - L.-

ties - those who have neither time nor expertise to obtain the poles & o=

selves and have been denied the product thereby; and I will furnish t7e
above three items to many of those on the "lists of agencies, organlidtiunu,

and persons" you have so convenrently sent me in Chapter VI,

faa

I repeat my often made request to you, the latest of «lic' war o1 73 tLor

to you dated May 18, 1985, I gquote "I recerved your preliminary notice vl the
nine (green) pole sales in the Roaring Fork Area fa total of 2100 trees .n ! unles),
I have many customers who have been waiting (in vain) for ronths for 11 Dles. une
customer needs 2,000 poles, another 3,000 poles. DRY! Rather than seniint the
firewood cutters inte the choice pole groves to cut up beautrful jole trivs nto
firewood, I am requesting that you send them to cut up the larger bug-killed trees

and sell me the dry, dead, standing pole-size trees in quantity”

Sincerely,
gé?(é;flfi}(zgiy¢galz

Rexid D. Bench
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Sea Ganeral Statement #3

Duane Tucker

Forest Supervisor
Ashley National Forest
Ashton Energy Center
Suite 1150

Vernal, Utah 84078

Dear Mr, Tucker:

I am writing to you in regard to the Ashley National
Forest Draft Environmental Statement and Land Resource
Management Plan. My comments and concerns regarding this plan
are set out below.

First, I believe the plan 1s seriously defective 1n
regard to the provisions for increased timber harvest on the
Ashley National Feorest. The proposed forest plan proposes a
doubling of the timber harvest during the next 20 years,
supposedly to reduce the pine beetle infestation. However,
your own plan admits that the bark beetles will not be
eliminated by 1increased timber harvesting, and further admits
that there are no current markets for the proposed timber
increase. Finally, the plan admits that the proposed timber
harvest will be at below cost, at the cost of providing access
to the timber 1s substantially greater than the value of the
timber being removed.

Under the circumstances, the timber i1s worth nothing or
less than nothing. In my opinicn, it 1s a great wrong for the
public to subsidize the consumption of a public resource for
the sole benefit of private entities.

I urge that the plan be modified to provide for
harvesting of timher only on slopes of less than 40 degrees., I
also urge the plan to contemplate utilizing only existing roads
Eor future timber harvests. I specifically object to the
substantial road building predictions presented in your plan
and to timber harvesting that does not clearly benefit
wildlife.

In regard to minersls, the plan 1s defective in that it
does not restrict mineral development in unroaded areas,
ripairan zones or in the winter range or cabin areas for elk.
Finally, I urge your office to close the eastern portion of the
forest, the Bollies, to mineral development and ROV use. This
area . a very important summer wildlife habitat for big heorn



Duane Tucker (paga 2)

Octobexr 17, 1985

Page 2 Saa Ganeral

Saa Genaral

sheep, elk and moose. No road building should be allowed 1in

tbis area. Your office should follow the lead of the Wasatch
National Forest on the high Unita's forest by restricting use
where necessary and maintaining all of the wilderness in good
ecological condirt:ion.

Finally, the proposed plan needs to be medified to
provide real alternatives which highlight the preservation of
wildlife, strict mineral development, reduced timber harvest
and road building and the other public concerns.

Thank you for giving this letter your attention. I would
appreclate a written response from your office pointing out the
changes you are geing to make in the proposed forest plan ain
regard to these comments or in the alternative, an explanation
as to why you refuse to make the changes suggested above.

Thanks for your cooperation.
Sincerely yours,
GREEN & BERRY

Raymond Scott B b
RSB/Jk
ce: Utah Wilderness Assoclation

Statement #13

Statemant #11
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ASHLEY NATIONAL Fun
Eﬁz ef&7/ ] ARCRVED X
——- m_s m Ranly to Deseret Generation and Tramsmlssion Coonaratlyve
"‘;‘:!1&!‘
;  owet T “Sanay e aiire. R The Intent of this planning cycle ls +o uarate the transmissflon
Lo 0 ws 4 o ! ' } system rather than to create corrlders. To the fullast axtent
2, 1085 , nossible, these corrlidors should ba used, aven If a minor width
December 2, Increase miaht be necessary. This would be daterminad on the
basis of a projJect-specific nroposal.
Corridor dasiqnations were eliminated within the Flaming Goras
NRA. Thesa designations wera In confiict with NRA mananement
Mr. Duane G. Tucker
Fzrest guperv1sor standards and quidel tnes, The notential naed for widenina the
hshley National Forest riqhts-of-way for Westarn Area Power Admininistration lines s
Ashton EBnergy Center, Suite 1150 racoqnizad: such widening will ba analyzed and evaluated for each
1680 West Highway 40 nroJect specific oronosaf.

Yernal, Utah 84078
Dear Mr. Tucker:

As you are probably aware, Deseret Generation & Transmisslon
Co-operative (Deseret) did not receive copies of the proposed
Forest Plan and DEIS until November 25, 1985 so we were unable tc
respond by the Occtober 25, 1985 comment ceadline. Deseret does,
however,; wish to comment and hereby requests that our comments be
considered and our comment letter be printed in 1ts substantive
entirety in the formulation of the final EIS and Forest Plan.

Deseret 18 in substantive agreement with the DEIS and Forest Plan
as presented. We are particularly interested 1n three (3)
aspects of these documents:

1., Transmlssion Line Corridors Within The NRA

We understana that the designation of the NRA as an Exclusion
Area will allow the future upgrading of existing corridors within
the NRA (1.e., 69 kv line from Flaming Gorge Dam to Manila
Substation, VAPA Line 1 from Flaming Gorge Dam to WRA boundary,
JAPA Laine 2 from Flaming Gorge Dam to NRA boundary) so long as
the present corridor alignment and corridor wicth {80 feet or 100
feet} 18 maintained,

Deseret feels that maintaining the existing corrador alignment

withan the MRA could be accomplished, but that upgrading the

extsting line voltage from 69 kv, 138 kv or 230 kv to 345 kv or
larger would have an inherent requirement that the corridor be
widened to accomodate the larger line. We recognize the USFS

desire and intent to preserve the integrity cf the NRA, but some
mechaniem for establishang 2 working dialogue for negotiating the
question of reguired versus deslred ROW width when a corridor is
upgraded should be included an the final EIS and Plan. v



Mr. Duane G. Tucker
December 2, 1985
Page 2

2. Transmission Lane Corridors Within Avoidance Areas

There are sgeveral exlsting transmission line rights-of-way within
avoldance areas. Appendix H-6 of the DEIS indicates that the
proposea direction of forest planning for avoldance areas will be
to discourage or deny future energy transportation raghts—-oi-way
outside of designated windows. Deseret feels strongly that such
a management direction may be desirable or even necessary over
much of the Ashley National Forest; however, such planning shoula
be modified to allow the upgrading of existing transmission line
corridors within avoildance areas by right-of-way widenhlng or even
the establishment of new parallel raights-of-way where conditions
and cirucmstancs dictate. Specifically, we are concernea With
the tellowaing lines: WAPA Line 1 from NRA bouncary to Forest
boundary and WAPA Line 2 from NRA boundary to Forest boundary.

These areas hold tne highest potential need for future
transmission line expansion within the avoidance areas outside of
the gesignated windows. Deseret feels that the Forest Plan
should be modified to establish a framework of negotiation
between the Ashley Naticnal Forest and industry regaraing the
future use of these ROW/corridors within the avoldance areas.

3. South Unait Window

Desert sincerely appreciates the foresight ot the Ashley National
Forest in establishing the South Unit Window. The haghly
specific wording of Deseret's Special Use Permat for the Uinta
Naticnal Forest portron of the present 345 kv line from
Bonhanza-Mona and samilar wording in the recent Uinta Forest Plan
which specifically prchibits Deseret's ROW across the Uinta
Forest from planning consideration as a window or corridor leaves
the Ashley National Forest South Unit window as the only viable
routing for future industrial connections between the Uanta Basin
and the Wasatch Front 1f a southerly direction 18 1ndicated.
However, 1in order for this window to be ultimately useable by
industry will require that there be a high degree ot cooperation
and cocrdination between the warious potential industrial users
of this Window and the adjacent land management agencies,
specifically the BL! and the Uintah and Ouray Traibe.

(page 2)
Thera [s mora latitude for wlidaeninq thesa rlnhts-of-ways outside
the NRA., These would ba dacided on a rasa-by-case hasis.

We beilave the framework you discuss exlists and negotlation can
ba achlevad within tha paramsters of +hls nlan.

The coordination hetween tha varlous ootential industrial users
and agencles should take place as nart of the statewide corridor
map currently being oreparad.



Mr. Duane . Tucker
December 2, 1985
Page 3

Dezeret suggests that the Ashley National Forest could function
as a catelyst in establishing a multi-faceted springboara for
discussion and action 1n resolving this vital issue with all the
potentially alfected entities. -

Descret wishes to again thank the Ashley Forest for this
opportunity to comment on the draft EIS and Forest Plan. We
anticipate that these ccomments will be accepted and considered in
the same splrlt with which they are tendgered. Deseret looks
forward te discussions which will resolve these vital issues.

Sincerely,

/l)//'fJ / /. 4 sﬁ?’é’/é sots u‘!cl»)

K. M. Heuschwander
manager of Engineering

KMN/GR:ef

c¢c: M. J. kirllett
J. 8. Tixier, Regional Forester

(paga 3)
The discusslon you mentinn Is balng done in accordance with +the
nrocass mentloned In our earilsr commants.
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Utah Wllderness Assoclation

Utah Wool Growers Assoclation

U+ah Natuyre Study Soclety

The Nature Conservancy

Cache Group, Slerra Club

Wildernass Soclety, Central Rockies Reqlon
Wasatch Mountain Club

American Wlldernass All fance

Utah Wildl tfe Fedoaration

0~10 National Outdoor Leadership School
0-11 Uintah Basin Flyfishers
0=12 Uintah Yountain Club



Utah Wilderness
Association

455 East 400 South B-40/Salt Lake Crty, UT 8411 14801) 359 1337

Qctober 21, 1985

Mr Duane Tucker
Forest Supervisor
Ashley Nationat Forest
Yernal, Utah 84078

Dear Duane

Here 1s our comment en the Ashley National Forest Plan We anticipate it
will recetve considerable attention from your staff in preparation of the
final pian

We are not satished with the Ashley plan ar planning effort Qur concern
15 far beyond the ebvrous 1ssue that nothing in the plan meets or alleviates
concerns expressed by the UWA throughout the planming effort Obviously
this 1s a major consideration However, this plan 1s simply tncomplete and
presents the classic “pie in the sky " It 15 not achieveable or necessary
and, 1n this instance, the plan 15 inaccurate The ptan should tell a story of
how this plan w11l manage the forest and 1t doesn't It doesn't because it
lacks information and because 1t 1sn't written to tell a story in terms
anybady can understand

we were not satistfed with our meeting with some of your staff on
September 30 10 Vernal, though we were appreciative The timber and
minerals folks were not available and Jack had to leave earty Many of our
questions were therefore unanswered And without being unduly critical of
the forest planner he did make this statement and we unfortunately agree
with 1t “This document 15 not written for the average public persen ' We
also left with a streng sense that our comments were going to be of
mimmal value regardless of what we said, how we sard 1t or how 1t was
documented

We've had these problems throughout the process We urged the Ashley to
open up the alternative setection process to the public The Ashley



responded, under your signature, with a firm no And not surprisingly one
of the primary cencerns of this process 1s the absolute lack of alternative
arrays

This plan 1s one of the few pians which does not contain a Limber
suitabihity map The plan s one of the few plans which does not contain a
map showing location of old growth stands during the first decade This
plan 15 one of the few plans which does not harbor @ mineral leasing
stipulation map This plan 15 one of the few plans which does not show an
ROS spectrum map Or where roads will be located Or a VQ0 map Or
critical wildhfe areas The plan doesn't even have a map of the preferred
alternative The maps which are included are severely reduced 7 5 minute
guads encumbered with usually dozens of management areas, analysis
areas outlined n green and black 1ines and dotted with green and black
numbers The scale 15 simply too small to read or understand and too smatl
to see the big picture, which this forest plan 15 supposed to direct Believe
1t or not we are not pianning for hundreds of analysis or capabiiity
umts--we are planming for the !,000,000+acre Ashiey National Forest

In fact we have heard the concern from some Ashley personnel that the
breakdown of analysis umts was too small for adequate solution within
FORPLAN

It 15 1imperative the maps noted above be included 1n the final documents
It 15 1mperative the plan be more specific a5 to environmental impacts as
2 result of alternative selection Too often the plan simply runs over this
legal requirement By reading the document one can not adequately
determine what will happen to the forest as a result of increased timber
harvesting, road building and mineral development, for example
Alternatwves must be expanded to reflect the legal requirement of
planning Frequently, and | will use recreation as one example, the plan
shows the preferred alternative will not meet demand by the end of this
planning cycle However, the narrative will simply state with "improved
methods of management and using volunteer programs, outputs for these
alternatives could be increased” (11-19, draft £15) The plan then leaves
this subject and fails completely to define or describe the better
management | defy the Ashley to show us how the recreation demand can
be met ynder this alternative? This is simply an abdication of pianning,
particularly given the ltimited actions volunteers can meet,

The EIS makes the assurmnption no activities will impair long term soil
productivity “for the time being” ( 1V-23 EIS } What 15 meant by “time
being?" NFMA doesn't allow for such a caveat But the caveat becomes

Response to Utah Wliderness Associatlon

(paas 2)

The Final contains additleonal written explanation along with a
man that ldentifies the nortlons of tha forest that will remaln
undevelooad durfng the first decada.

Alternativa J was modifled from alternatives In tha DE!S and
developed +to emphasize racreation and meet future demand
prolactions. See Genera! Statement 11.

Further ctarification on {ong term soil nroductivity is Inciuded
in the Watershed Section In Chapter IV,



meam&: !vhen the document then states, "All alternatives could result
In changes to the environment which could reduce short or Jang term so//
produectivity or that affect other uses or resources™(1V-24 £S5, emphasis
added) How can the non-market alternative, as another 15sug, have the

same impacts the accelerated harvest alternatives have?

These kinds of incornpteteness, inaccuracy and hidden meanings go on and
on Thus all of this comment from this wntroduction letter to the last
sentence must be reviewed carefuily and major changes must be made in
this plan Our suggestions are made throughout this plan and follow the
mtent of the non-market alternative with even more restrictions on
timber harvesting However, 1t 15 clear from the pubhic review and our
analysis of the pubhic 133ues your office provided us, that alternative 15
the direction urged by the Ashley users It 15 also best for the forest and
by far the most efficient from every standpoint

This plan 1s "p1e 1n the sky " The budget would have to be increased 1003
to meet the commodity resource outputs If that 1s achieved still the
forest will see an overwheiming change and become one of the most
heavily timbered and roaded (already the road density 1s ever | miie of
road per ! square mtile of landt) forests 1n Region 4 If the budget 1snt
achieved the pubiic w1l have been told "not to worry” because this Ashley
plan will take care of everytiing And with or without the budget the
proposed plan won't meet the real demands on the forest or the needs of
the land harbored by your forest That 1s not acceptable If the budget 1sn't
achieved what will happen to the programs in the plan?

The plan 15 one-sided It serves as a timber management plan rather than a
multiple use resource management plan The plan 18 a classic exampte of
"timber absolutism " Three alternatives, 1n fact, appear Lo represent
departures from sustained vield (B,H.I} The forest has been gtven te the

sawyer and that represents questionable judgment in this day and on a
forest of such marginal timber vatue and productivity

We do appreciate your planning ef fort but not the pian We hope our
comments help circuemvent a tong drawn out challenge to the plan We hope
the Ashley will make a real effort to meet the intent of pubhc comment [t
hasnt so far We needed more time on this plan and other plans and the
agency to this point has turned a very deaf ear to our concerns | have
sitting in front of me a number of memos, one from the Regional

Forester s Office stating, "Because our planning documents are
comprehensive and somewhat voluminous, we should be sure to take the
extra time with people so that they understand how 15sues are being
handled in the EIS and Plan” This was dated April 8, 1585 and signed by
John Butt Another memo (March 19, 1985) from the Washington Office

None of +the alternativas would reduce 1ong term  soll
productivitys Standards and Guldetl inss and constraints In the
Forptan mode! maintain  soll  oroductivity. The nonmarkat
altarnative increases water yleld; consequently, those mananemant
activities that increass water yiald occur In the attarnative.

{page 3}

Concerns about ths budaat were answared during the oraparation of
atternative J. Even under alternative J. the potential exists
for budgets to be a |imiting factor In achlevina tha abjectivas
of the Forest Plan. When budgat shortfatl s relatively
Insignificant, +hen succeading years within the plannina oeriod
{ten years) can be used to achleve the total oroaram. When the
budget and orogram cannot be batanced within the planning vserlod.
t+han the Plan should he amonded. This can be done at the Forest
lavel.



urges the local forest to make changes recommended by the pubhic to avoid
the appeal process Our recommendations are not minor changes but they
do atlow the Ashley full rewn to meet legitimnate goals and outputs

We do look forward to working with you and will be glad to discuss our
comments 1n rore detail 1f you would I'ke Thanks very much

Sincerely,

(7 7 o ’
&7 ¢M ey A0 o0 e s
arter %ﬂ%

Coorthnator Natural Resource Specialist



ARRAY! !F ERNATIVES

One of the most glaring and consequential errors in the draft E15 15 the
array of alternatives prepared for the plan The pertinent Forest Service
regulations gumiding alternative preparation, of course, 1s contained 1n 36
CFR219 12(f) And because this 15 an E15 1t 15 also bound by regulations
pormulgated by CEQ which also require 2 wide range of alternatives
meeting public 15sues and resource CONCerns

Those particular Forest Service regs are very concise in guiding the
development of alternatives They do provide a clear direction to analyze
numerous resource poentials, management concerns and different ways to
address public 1ssues and concerns if both of these mandates are not met
the plan fails with respect to both the planming regulations and the CEQ
regutations

The plan fa1ls on both counts Though there are nine alternatives presented
in the plan they do not meet the mintmum requirements of an alternative
array For examnple, of the nine alternatives five increase timber
harvesting substantially 1n the first two decades in each of these five
alternatives timber harvesting 13 maintained at or above the_current
harvesting in the 1ast three decades Three of these five double or nearly
double the timber harvests 1n the first two decades The other two show
increases of 40%-60% 1n the first two decades with an increase or
rmaintenance of ex1sting harvests 1n the 1ast three decades

Two of the seven maintain existing harvest levels, mncluding the
non-market alternative Thus seven of the mne alternattves mainfan
existing harvests or cut substantially more timber than the existing
programi Remarkably enough the non-market alternative mamntains current
harvest levels eading one to believe there 15 1ndeed no Intent of preparing
a realistic non-market approach to managing the Ashley Natienat Forest

Only two alternatives reduce harvests and neither of them do 1t as an
approach to rssues raised by numerous pubhics or resource and management
concerns Both of them respond to budget constraints programmed into
FORPLAN by either not increasing the budget at all or reducing the budget
by twenty-five percent Although both of these approaches have been
reguired through forest planning direction neither of them tn any way
respond £0 public 15sues or resource concerns and needs such as wildlife
habitat

Not one alternative reduces timber harvesting based on pubhic input or
resource 13sues There can be no doubt this fails the test of providing an
array of alternatives displaying numerous resource allocation schemes
and addressing public nvolvement

(pana 5)
Array of Alternativas

Saveral rasnondents have questioned the array of alternativas.
The FInat E}S and Forast Plan Includes one additianal alternative
(J) which should answer most of the concerns that desirad another
recreation emphasis and/or amenlty value emphasis alternative.
The array of alternatives displayed in the Draft EiS did hava a
considerable range. This range, or variation, Is most easlly
understood by referring to Tables [!1-4 and i1-5 In the EIS.

In most Instances +the raference +o +the Ilack of encunh
alternatives was tied to timber harvest leveis, road
construction, and araas avallable for minarals actlvitias. The
amount of timber salas offerad in Table 11-4 of the DEIS varled
from 1.0 MMCF in Alternative F +o 10.9 MMCF oper vear in
Alternative |. At an averane convarsion of 4 board feet per
cublec foot., Alternative F would have an anproximata sall| volume
of 4 million board fast, weil under tha averane sell voluma for
the recent nast, and Alternatlve | would have an anocroximata sall
volume excesding 40 mililon board feat, wall In excass of past
avaranas.

The sama comparison can be mada for road miiaans to he
constructad nr reconstructad, Nofe that astimated construction
In Tabla |1-4 varies from a low of 4.2 milas In Alternative F to
over 50 miles in Alternative |,

Both of the above comparisons are made for the flrst decade or
the first planning period.

Altarnative J. reduces the amounts of road mlil=2ana and +imher
harvest considarably from aiternative B,

Concerns over lona term roading statistics wers answered by
"around truthing® FORPLAN runs to come up with more raalistlc
numbers. Altfernative J projects a {owar amount of road mileaqge
and tImber harvest both short +erm and lonq term. The nlan wil!
be revised no later thau 15 years from now. Wa can expect
changes In roading and +imber harvast based ucon the channes that
10 +n 15 years will bring.



This represents only one example Each alternative treats mineral
allocation and management in precisely the same manner tn terms of land
switability or capamlity and mineral direction !t only seems sensible to
have the thrust of each different alternative proposing a different scheme
of mineral ranagement Without such difference obviously each
alternative essentially 1s the same

Although the chart on page 1V-27 gives some hope for a diverse
management scheme 1t does so deceptively At a meeting with Ashley
planners we asked to see a map or representation of the indicated geologic
potential and proposed operating constraints as well as a defimtion of the
constraints The planners were unaware of any map, meaning of the
constraints or how or where the numbers came from

The pl7n states rather plainly each alternative had only a 3% demand
Increase programmed for recreational use The plan states also, without
hesitation, that this figure 15 'very conservative infact, 1t1s
conservative and falls far short of RPA and other Forest Service and
nurnerous comsmon sense projections with respect to recreational demand
on our National Forests It 1S a projection welcomed by the non-amenity
and developrnent interests but not the typical Ashley user Noris it
responsive to the 1ssues raised by the public

The array of alternatives notes that at the end of th1s decade somewhere
between 150,000 to 210,000 acres of unroaded lands may be available for
wilderness consideration This 1s a very small varation and 1815 clear
there ts no alternative or series of alternatives fecussing on preservation
of unroaded areas or managing those unroaded areas as unroaded Another
telling lack of variation 15 found 1n the document as 1t describes the
consistent allecation of MRVDS to the sermiprimitive non-motorized
recreational category This ranges from, using the first decade as only an
exarple, 60-93 Iromically, the accelerated timber harvest alternative
shows more MRVDS for the semiprimitive non-motorized category than the
non-market alternativel Why?

And 1t goes even further toward homogeneity Table IV-1, page V-4,
shows and states clearly, It 15 not expected that any alternative would
generate a signmificant change from the current percent of the forest being
rnanaged as a closed or restricted area” How truel And how unfortunate in
that not one alternative, including the non-market { or aven the
"low-funding” aiternatives ), change this direction Not only 1s this
senseless from an alternative array but also from addressing public
concerns and resource 1ssues Put simply the plan leaves open 878,973

(nage 6)

For minerals, Area a will recaive a "™no surface occunancy"
recommendation, The High Uin